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ment of a strong business sector in poverty
areas.

Testimony will also be recelved concerning
the operations of the Small Business In-
vestment Division, Hearings regarding the
SBIC's will be held on May 22nd, the Chair-
man announced.

The full Committee hearings will open
at 10 a.m. on Monday, May 20, 1968, and will
be held in the Committee's Hearing Room,
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2359 Rayburn House Office Bullding, Wash-
ington, D.C.

In addition to Chairman Evins and the
Honorable Arch A. Moore, Jr. (R-W. Va.),
Ranking Minority Member, other Members of
the Committee are as follows:

Rep. Wright Patman (D-Tex.).

Rep. Tom Steed (D-Okla.).

Rep. John C. Kluczynski (D-I11.).

Rep. John D. Dingell (D-Mich.).
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Rep. Neal Smith (D-Iowa).

Rep. James C. Corman (D-Cal.).

Rep. Donald J. Irwin (D-Conn.).

Rep. Joseph P. Addabbo (D-N.Y.).
Rep. Silvio O. Conte (R-Mass.).

Rep. James T. Broyhill (R-N.C.).

Rep. Frank J. Horton (R-N.Y.).

Rep. Rogers C. B. Morton (R-Md.).
Rep. Laurence J. Burton (R-Utah).

SENATE—Wednesday, May 15, 1968

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following prayer:

Our Father God, in the fresh mercies
of yet another day we come with hearts
grateful for Thy grace, praying that, by
a strength not our own, our individual
record may be kept unstained by any
word or act unworthy of our best.

Thou knowest that these testing times
are finding out our every weakness and
calling for our utmost endeavor against
the wrong that needs resistance, and for
the right that needs assistance.

May we go forth on our way, attended
by the vision splendid, as we lift up our
hearts with the grateful te deum, “He
restoreth my soul.”

Open our eyes to simple beauty all
around us, and our hearts to the loveli-
ness men hide from us because we do not
try enough to understand them.

Save us from ourselves, and show us a
vision of a world made new.

We ask it in the name of that One
whose truth shall make us and all men
free. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Tuesday, May 14, 1968,
be approved.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS
DURING SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with
the concurrence of the distinguished
Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN]
who is to be recognized at this time
under the order of yesterday, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
subcommittees be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today:

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

The Subcommittee on Improvements
in Judicial Machinery of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

The Subcommittee on Intergovern-
mental Relations of the Committee on
Government Operations.

The Subcommittee on Constitutional
Amendments of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

(Legislative day of Tuesday, May 14, 1968)

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hat-
FIELD in the chair). Under the previous
order, the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
GRIFFIN] is recognized.

A NONPROLIFERATION TREATY ON
CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS FOR
THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, while
the Paris peace talks on Vietnam hold
the world’s attention, a potentially more
explosive crisis in the Middle East fes-
ters on with no settlement in sight.

One year ago, events were set in mo-
tion which culminated in the third out-
break of war between Israel and her
Arab neighbors.

Today, a fragile cease-fire preserves an
uneasy state of semipeace between the
two sides. Acts of terrorism and reprisal
flare up almost daily along the demarca-
tion lines.

Since the June 1967 war, little progress
has been made toward resolution of the
fundamental political issues which di-
vide the parties. Dr. Gunnar Jarring,
the special envoy of the United Nations,
has managed to switch his confidential,
bilateral discussions from the Near East
to U.N. headquarters in New York, But
the basic deadlock concerning imple-
mentation of the Security Council’s No-
vember 22, 1967, resolution still remains.

Instead of reconciliation, a rising tide
of mutual hostility threatens once again
to embroil the countries of the Middle
East in a costly, armed conflagration.

The basic political issues which lie at
the root of the chronic instability—such
as the political status of Israel—must
ultimately be resolved. Moreover, a du-
rable and stable peace will remain only a
pipedream until and unless the nations
of the Middle East begin to deal in a
more objective manner with the facts
and realities of their situation.

On the other hand, the great powers
must bear some measure of responsibil-
ity for the existing pattern of belliger-
ence. For they have put muscle behind
the bluff and bluster which is the trade-
mark of Middle East politics. By intro-
ducing more and more modern instru-
ments of war in an effort to shore up
friendly governments, or to buy alle-
giance or to restore a balance of military
capability, the great powers have ac-
tually poured oil on the fires of political
ambition and militancy that have made
meaningful negotiations impossible.

To offset Soviet influence, the United
States has deemed it necessary to seek

leverage in the area partly by marketing
military hardware. Indeed, military as-
sistance has been the carrot and stick
of big power diplomacy in the Middle
East.

The climate of fear and hatred which
exists in the area is ready made for great
power rivalry. For two decades the Mid-
dle East has been an ever-active, vola-
tile front of the cold war.

As a first step toward organizing a
durable peace in the Middle East, I be-
lieve the world community somehow
must take effective action to place this
strife-torn region off limits to the gun
merchants of the East and the West.

Today, the cause of peace is menaced
by the Soviet Union which has been
rapidly reequipping the Arab armies
following the war of last June. It is esti-
mated that the Soviet Union has re-
placed between 80 percent and 100 per-
cent of the Arab armaments which were
then lost or destroyed. Moreover, the
new supplies of weapons are more sophis-
ticated than the pre-1967 vintage, and
the arms race now threatens to escalate
into a costly scramble for intermediate-
range missiles. It is reported that Egypt
has been supplied with surface-to-sur-
face missiles by the Russians. And it has
been disclosed that Israel is negotiating
with France for the acquisition of a new
300-mile missile.

Such weapons threaten ever more
quickening destruction should hostili-
ties break out again. Instead of dealing
with a 6-day war, the creaky machinery
of the United Nations may be dealing
next time with a 6-hour war.

The steadily expanding Soviet military
presence in the Middle East increases
pressures on the United States to reas-
sert its power as a counterweight to So-
viet influence. It is not likely that the
United States can sit idly by while the
Soviets continue to pump in military
supplies which jeopardize American in-
terests in the area and which undermine
the political independence of important
Middle Eastern countries.

Recognizing the inherent dangers in
the evolving situation, it becomes im-
perative to make a determined effort to
break the upward proliferation of arms.

Mr. President, for 20 years it has been
the policy of the United States to avert
an arms race in the Middle East.

Yet, our Government has been unable
to refrain from participating actively in
the race itself.

The Tripartite Declaration of 1950
succeeded only temporarily in limiting
the quantity of arms shipments into the
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area. In the mid-1950's, the Soviet Union
emerged as a major supplier of weapons,
courting militant Arab opinion. And
since 1954, the United States has been
providing Nasser's Arab rivals with weap-
ons. For example, in 1954, our Govern-
ment signed a $46 million military aid
agreement with pro-Western Iraq, the
mainstay of the now defunct Baghdad
Pact.

In 1956, the United States sent tanks
and aireraft to Saudi Arahia.

To counter the steadily increasing So-
viet penetration in the Middle East, the
Eisenhower Doctrine was promulgated
for the purpose of negotiating military
assistance programs to any nation “de-
siring such assistance.” The object of the
policy was to curb Soviet influence and,
secondarily, to strengthen pro-Western
regimes against the threat posed by
Nasser’s revolution and his Russian-
equipped divisions.

Since 1955, an estimated $2 billion of
Soviet military equipment has flowed
into the Middle East. The United States
has shipped approximately $370 million
in arms to Arab States, and an estimated
$41.6 million in weapons to Israel. France
and Great Britain have also contracted
for the sale of military equipment to
Middle East nations.

Such feverish activity testifies to the
failure of past efforts which have been
made to stem the arms race in the Mid-
dle East.

President Eisenhower, addressing the
third emergency session of the United
Nations General Assembly in 1958, pro-
posed that steps be taken to “avoid a new
arms race spiral” in the Middle East.

The present administration has like-
wise expressed its adherence to the
principle of restricting military assist-
ance to the Middle East.

In January 1967, President Johnson
suggested, in a message to the 18-Na-
tion Disarmament Conference, that all
countries explore, on a regional basis,
means toward limiting “competition
among them for costly weapons.”

On June 19, 1967, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk told a meeting of NATO min-
isters that the United States and the
Soviet Union should try to scale down the
delivery of arms to Middle East coun-
tries. On the same day, back in Washing-
ton, President Johnson told an assem-
blage of educators that the June war
“demonstrated the danger of the Middle
Eastern arms race.” The President said
that an arms limitation was essential in
achieving a stable, permanent peace in
the area.

Despite admirable intentions, the
deadly competition for weapons has con-
tinued unabated. Today, war fever is
rampant throughout the area, and the
Middle East has become a tinderbox
potentially more dangerous to world
peace than Vietnam.

Mr. President, some means must be
found to bring the arms race under con-
trol before a new and more destructive
war is triggered—a war that could in-
volve the super powers in a major con-
frontation.

Mr. President, I propose that an inter-
national conference be convened by the
United Nations for the purpose of ne-
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gotiating a nonproliferation treaty on
conventional weapons for the Middle
East.

I intend to introduce a Senate reso-
lution on Tuesday, May 21, calling upon
the President of the United States to
advance such a proposal through appro-
priate action in the United Nations.

I have already sent a copy of this
speech, as well as a copy of the draft
resolution, to the President, to the Sec-
retary of State, and to our Ambassador
to the United Nations; I have urged
their careful consideration of this new
and different approach—an approaca
which offers a brighter promise of
success.

NUCLEAR TREATY EXAMPLE

Mr. President, in my judgment, the
recently concluded Nuclear Nonprolif-
eration Treaty embodies some useful
concepts which could be applied region-
ally to limit the buildup of conventional
arms.

In the first place, expertise developed
at the nuclear treaty conference ses-
sions, as well as experience gained in
accommodating a host of conflicting se-
curity interests, should be helpful in an
effort to solve the problems of regional,
conventional arms control.

Second, the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty imposes a mix of obligations upon
both the have nations and the have-not
nations. Under the principle of shared
responsibility, the treaty obligates nu-
clear powers not to transfer nuclear
weapons to non-nuclear states, while the
latter are prohibited from manufactur-
ing or otherwise acquiring such weapons.

In like manner, I believe that effective
control of the Middle East arms race can
be achieved only through collective re-
sponsibility, shared by the nations
which supply weapons as well as the
Middle East nations which receive them.

Any effort, then, to negotiate a con-
ventional weapons nonproliferation
treaty should include participation by
the supplier nations and the recipient
nations.

Mr. President, efforts made in the past
have not emphasized this approach
which, I believe, holds greater promise.

In the past our Government has failed
to interest the Soviet Union in a bi-
lateral accord to restrict such military
assistance. Assistant Secretary of State
Lucius D. Battle testified recently that,
despite numerous approaches to Soviet
officials, the State Department had not
succeeded in holding down the flow of
Soviet weapons into the Middle East.

Similarly, the countries of the Mid-
dle East—the recipient nations—have
shown no ineclination to participate in
regional discussions on arms control. And
they are not apt to do so in the future—
unless strong impetus is provided by the
great powers and by the weight of world
public opinion, mobilized through the
United Nations.

OBSTACLES REMAIN

Mr. President, I believe the concept of
a multilateral arms control agreement,
negotiated among supplier as well as
recipient countries, offers the best hope
of achieving what has seemed in the
past to be unattainable.
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Security is a basic need of both Israel
and the Arab States. Such a treaty could
go far toward meeting the need of both
sides for security.

Although the fundamental political is-
sues which divide Israel from her Arab
neighbors would remain unsolved, it is
altogether possible that both sides could
find mutual advantages at this particular
time in a treaty to bring the current arms
race under control.

Of course, it would be foolish to un-
derestimate the obstacles and difficulties
which block the path to such a treaty.

It is true that many of the variables
which favorably influenced negotiation
of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
are different or entirely absent in this
situation.

But I am convinced Mr. President, that
a determined effort should and must be
made, if only because the alternative of
doing nothing courts disaster.

Of course, one of the serious obstacles
may be the attitude of the Soviet Union.
Without Soviet cooperation, a fresh
initiative to contain the Middle East
arms buildup would stand little chance
of getting off the ground.

Assuredly, both the Soviet Union and
the United States have a major stake in
preventing the Middle East from explod-
ng.

It seems reasonable to suggest that the
Soviets would find it a bit more difficult
to repudiate a collective undertaking if it
were the work of the United Nations
with the weight of world opinion behind
it.

In addition, since they have substan-
tially replaced the material losses suf-
fered last June by Arab forces, it may be
possible for the Russians, now or in the
near future, to consider that their prime
commitment to those states has been
fulfilled.

Thus, we may have arrived at, or be
near, a point in history where a new
effort to control the arms race—an effort
embracing all the various parties in-
volved—could win Soviet cooperation.

Of course, Soviet leaders are very well
aware of the high costs of their military
investments in the Middle East, and they
must be mindful of the unpredictable
nature of any long-range political yield.

Mr. President, I am suggesting that
the time may be ripe for a U.N.-spon-
sored conference looking toward a con-
ventional weapons nonproliferation
treaty for the Middle East—that such a
treaty could be an attractive vehicle at
this time for both the Soviets and the
United States—a means to deal effec-
tively with a situation which threatens
to get out of hand and which is becom-
ing more and more expensive for both
the Bast and the West.

NEW AFPROACH NEEDED

Mr. President, if such an initiative is
to meet with success, our Government
must make certain that the Soviets can-
not misjudge American intentions in the
Middle East. For it has been primarily
the ambiguity of American policy that
has enabled the Soviets to reap signifi-
cant benefits from a seemingly insur-
mountable setback last June. And the
Soviets will probably continue to probe
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and penetrate in the area until and un-
less they become convinced that the risks
and costs are too high.

Mr. President, a conventional weapons
nonproliferation treaty, such as that pro-
posed in the resolution I shall introduce
next Tuesday, could be the important,
first step in breaking the Middle East
arms syndrome which for 20 years has
distorted priorities, stunted economic
growth, and generated unreal political
ambitions.

Pessimists should recall that few held
out any hope for success of the nu-
clear nonproliferation treaty when ne-
gotiations toward that end were first
proposed.

Mr. President, the time has come—
and the United States should move—to
launch a major diplomatic offensive for
arms control in the Middle East.

Myr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the proposed reso-
lution, to which I have referred, be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the text of
the proposed resolution was ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas a stable and durable peace in the
Middle East is essential to the foreign policy
interests of the United States and to the com-
mon interest of all nations in furthering
world peace; and

Whereas the peace and security of the na-
tions of the Middle East are endangered by
the continuation of a wasteful and destruc-
tive arms race in that area: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the President is hereby re-
quested to take all necessary measures,
through the United States delegation to the
United Nations, to bring before the United
Nations for its consideration at the earliest
possible time a resolution providing for the
convening of an Iinternational conference
for the purpose of preparing, and reaching
agreement on, a nonproliferation treaty con-
trolling and limiting the supply of conven-
tional military armaments, and of military
assistance and services, to the nations of the
Middle East.

SEc. 2. It is the sense of the Senate that all
the nations of the Middle East as well as all
nations furnishing or supplying military
armaments or military assistance and services
to the nations of the Middle East should be
represented at the international conference
provided for in this resolution.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair now recognizes
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
HRUSKA].

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE YEAR OF THE BLUES

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on
the evening of October 11 the day before
that great baseball team, the St. Louis
Cardinals, went to Boston and won the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

World Series in the seventh game of a
memorable series, another major league
sport was introduced to the people of St.
Louis. It was on that night a new hockey
team of the National Hockey League took
the ice—the St. Louis Blues.

Backed by an outstanding group of
citizens, led by Sidney Salomon, Jr., he
himself one of the Nation's outstanding
sportsmen, this new franchise played for
the first time before a fair but not over-
excited crowd; and the hope that the
Blues' owners had that evening was for
their team to give a reasonably good ac-
count of itself during the months to come
in this the first season of St. Louis major
league hockey.

Slowly but surely, over those months,
the Blues won the hearts of the people of
the town and encouraged by that very
support, the accomplishment of the play-
ers in this first year has exceeded even
the fondest dreams of their most en-
thusiastic supporters.

Fighting to stay out of last place dur-
ing the first weeks, the Blues barely made
it to the playoffs. They then astonished
everyone by first taking the playoff se-
ries, in four out of seven games, from the
Philadelphia Flyers; and then, to the
amazement of the entire sports world,
carried on and up by thereupon winning
in the semifinals of the playoff four out
of seven, against the superb Minnesota
North Stars.

As a result of ultimate success in these
14 grueling playoff contests in this, their
first year, the St. Louis Blues leaped into
the world’s series of hockey, the Stanley
Cup playoffs, and found themselves pitted
against the finest of all hockey teams, the
Montreal Canadiens.

Fatigued by these 14 previous playoffs
in the western division, the Blues never-
theless battled to the point where all
these Stanley Cup final games were de-
cided by just one goal—two in overtime.

This incredible feat has perhaps not
been equalled in sports since the miracle
Boston Braves of George Stallings took
four straight games from Connie Mack’s
world champion Philadelphia Athletics
in 1914.

St. Louis is now mighty proud of its
new champions, a team of character and
indomitable courage, a gathering of de-
termined athletes who fill out a worthy
triumvirate along with the baseball and
football St. Louis Cardinals.

No one will ever forget this first year;
and one can be confident that the super
players on the Canadiens would agree
with Robert Fachet’s observation from
Montreal in Sunday’s Washington Post—

Montreal knew this would not be remem-
bered as the year the Canadiens won the
cup: 1968 has to be the year of the Blues.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on House Joint Resolution 1268.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate House Joint Resolution
1268, making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30,
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1968, and for other purposes, which was
read twice by its title.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the joint reso-
lution be ordered to lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 917) to assist State and
local governments in reducing the ineci-
dence of crime, to increase the effective-
ness, fairness, and coordination of law
enforcement and criminal justice sys-
tems at all levels of government, and
for other purposes.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I rise to
address myself to amendment No. 708 to
title IV of the pending bill, S. 917.

As the sponsor of amendment No. 708
and as one who has been interested in
the subject of firearms legislation for a
long time, I wish to make clear that the
issue is not whether a firearms control
bill should be enacted, but what kind
of measure should receive approval.

I do not question the need for im-
proved firearms control. In fact, I
strongly favor passage of an effective,
enforceable, and workable bill for that
purpose, a measure which will achieve
as much progress as is practicable to
help keep firearms out of the hands of
the wrong people and to reduce the crime
rate. I believe my amendment, No. 708
is such a measure. It is my hope that
it will receive approval of the Senate.

Anytime the Senate deals with legisla-
tion covering a sizable objective, there
are alternative proposals. Not every pro-
posal will necessarily achieve the desired
objective; not every proposal is neces-
sarily desirable or sound. This certainly
is the case in regard to firearms control
legislation. Differences exist only as to
what provisions a measure should con-
tain in order to best serve the overall
purpose of “keeping guns out of the
hands of the wrong people.”

There are now two Federal laws deal-
ing with firearms. Congress enacted the
National Firearms or “Machinegun” Act
in 1934. In 1938 it enacted the Federal
Firearms or “Sporting Guns” Act. The
passage of time and accumulation of ex-
perience indicates that these laws should
be revised and improved. In addition,
ggere have been other intervening fac-

TS,

The Nation now has a much greater
population. It has grown by more than
70 million in the past 30 years.

There has been a tremendous shift of
population from rural to metropolitan
areas; from certain sections of the coun-
try to other sections of the country.
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New types of firearms and destructive
devices have appeared.

There has been a tremendous increase
in the crime rate. Since 1960 serious
crimes have increased 88 percent.

There has been an increasing incidence
of riots, massive civil disobedience, vio-
lence, looting, and arson. At times, these
acts have occurred almost simultaneously
in widely separated points of our Nation.

There is a threat that a stubborn, ugly
disregard for laws will replace the respect
for law, order and peace which has long
been the tradition of our Nation.

All of these changes establish the need
for revision and amendment of the pres-
ent statutes. Improved firearms control is
urgently needed.

LEGISLATIVE OBJECTIVE SOUGHT

Very simply, the objective sought is to
keep firearms out of the hands of the
wrong people—those who misuse them.

The Senate firearms hearings estab-
lished that Federal legislation should be
directed toward first, effective and force-
ful laws regulating firearms commerce
across State lines; second, provisions
enabling and assisting States and their
political subdivisions to enforce their
own laws and ordinances, with special
reference to firearms coming into a State
from outside of its borders; and, third,
modernizing and improving Federal law
regulating the manufacture, sale, trans-
fer, and possession of automatic weap-
ons to include destructive devices.

Throughout the extensive hearings on
this subject, the principal concern and
frustration of local law enforcement of-
ficials was the shipment of firearms from
other States into their own State. Com-
merce across State lines simply was not
under their control. The witnesses re-
peated time and again that if they had
such control, significant progress could
be made to keep firearms out of the
hands of those who misuse them.

The legislatures of the several States
would be the ones to establish how much
control and what kind would be exer-
cised within the States themselves.
TWO APPROACHES TO CONTROL THE SALE OF

FIREARMS

There are two primary legal sources
of firearms which find their way into
the hands of a resident within any State,
One source is the interstate mail-order
sale. A buyer will mail his order to the
seller in another State. The seller ships
directly to the buyer, by a legally quali-
fied carrier. The other legal method of
obtaining firearms is to have them
shipped to a dealer within a State, fol-
lowed by purchase and delivery from
that stock of merchandise by the resi-
dent in an over-the-counter transaction.

Advocates of title IV seized upon the
concept of prohibition to achieve the ob-
jective they sought. Their measure, as
introduced, would totally remove inter-
state mail-order sales to individuals from
the picture, insofar as handguns are
concerned; and, within the next day or
two, an effort will be made to include
long guns within that prohibition. The
result, it is said, is that there would no
longer be “wanton and random distribu-
tion of guns” from that source, and pre-
sumably, mail-order murder would dis-
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appear—a rather farfetched conclusion,
but, that is the implication of the argu-
ments advanced by the proponents of
title IV. However, over-the-counter sales
still remain as a source of firearms.

Title IV covers this source by providing
that the dealer would bear the responsi-
bility for making sales only to persons
who are eligible to buy or own such a
firearm under the local, State, or Na-
tional law.

A different approach is embraced in
amendment No. 708—which incorporates
S. 1853 and S. 1854. This approach recog-
nizes the mail-order sale and over-the-
counter sale as legitimate channels and
methods of sale and distribution of a
lawful product. Both of these channels
would be effectively regulated and con-
trolled by amendment No. 708. Compli-
ance with the law would be enforced by
striet eriminal penalties, up to $10,000 in
fines and up to 10 years in prison.

My amendment regulates the mail-
order sales of handguns by requiring the
buyer to submit a sworn statement to
the dealer reciting the material facts of
the proposed sale. The seller must notify
local law-enforcement officers of the pro-
posed purchase, and information regard-
ing the purchaser. After such notice, a
suitable waiting period furnishes ample
time to enable such law-enforcement
officials to object to the sale and delivery
of the article ordered. This same presale
notice procedure applies to a person
seeking to buy a handgun over the coun-
ter in a State other than the State of
which he is a resident.

Under this approach, the responsibili-
ty of controlling mail-order sales is
placed jointly upon the seller and the
law-enforcement officers of the locality
in which the buyer lives. The buyer also
shares responsibility because the mail or-
der he signs is a sworn statement. Any
false or fictitious representation or infor-
mation contained therein renders him
subject to a fine up to $10,000 and im-
prisonment up to 10 years.

Likewise, the carrier who makes de-
livery of a firearm to a buyer bears part
of the burden. Such a carrier is subject to
a penalty, upon conviction, for delivering
a handgun to a person under 21 years
of age, or a long gun to a person under 18.

Title IV and amendment 708 contain
many other provisions. Each approach
deals with destructive devices. Each pro-
vides for updating and modernizing the
system of Federal licenses for manufac-
turers, importers, and dealers, and pawn-
brokers as well.

The essence of the controversy between
each approach, however, is to be found
first in the method by which each seeks
to control interstate shipment of fire-
arms, as already briefly described; sec-
ond, in the joinder in title IV of pro-
visions as to both sporting firearms and
destructive devices, whereas amendment
708 keeps them in the separate acts in
which they have been for over 30 years;
third, in provisions relating to destruc-
tive devices; and, fourth in provisions
relating to imports of firearms.

CRIME AND FIREARMS CONTROL

Before getting into the details of the
alternatives, we must consider just how
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effective any firearms control measure
can be. What can it do? What is realis-
tic?

Certainly it is desirable to have laws
prohibiting the purchase and possession
of firearms by convicted felons, delin-
quents, mental incompetents, drug ad-
dicts, habitual drunkards, and fugitives
from justice. These are all actual or po-
tential misusers of firearms.

Many of those who advocate overly re-
strictive firearms legislation as a means
of reducing crime in the United States,
however, are doing the public a real
disservice, in my judgment, by leading
them to believe that such legislation will
successfully solve the crime problem, or
for that matter, even a significant part
of it. The facts dictate that it will not.
The grave harm done by such mislead-
ing is that it tends to reduce the public’s
justifiable concern over alarming crime
rates and delays positive action aimed
at the real causes of crime.

There are innumerable instances in
which such statements and representa-
tions have been made. Let me quote one
statement made recently:

We cannot control crime without con-
trolling the random and wanton distribu-
tion of guns ... We must stop what
amounts to mail order murder.

Statements such as this constitute a
clear effort to create the belief that crime
can be rigidly controlled by legislative
control of firearms and their distribu-
tion; and that mail-order sales amount
to mail-order murder. The implication is
that if mail-order sales are outlawed,
murder by gun would disappear or, at
least, be reduced. The facts do not justify
such a simplistic conclusion. There is
far too much of this kind of oversimpli-
fication in the problems inherent in this
subject.

What are the facts? What impact can
firearms legislation have on crime?

Mr. President, the facts are as follows:

Crimes involving misuse of firearms
constitute a relatively minimal part of
total crimes committed in the United
States. The FBI Uniform Crime Reports
for 1966 show a total of 3,243,370 serious
crimes. Serious crimes as defined by the
FBI include first, murder and nonneg-
ligent manslaughter; second, forcible
rape; third, robbery; fourth, aggravated
assault; fifth, burglary; sixth, larceny,
$50 and over; and seventh, auto theft.

Of the total of 3,243,370 serious crimes,
firearms were involved in 109,734 of them.
This is 3.4 percent. Rifles and shotguns
were used in less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of the total serious crimes.

Mr. President, this means that if all
firearms were done away with, totally
and completely, and no criminal sub-
stituted any other type of weapon for a
firearm, the United States would still
have had 96.6 percent of its reported
serious crime in 1966. Instead of 3,243,-
370 serious crimes under those circum-
stances, the number would have been
3,199,095.

Mr. President, this figure contemplates
total elimination of firearms. Hence, it is
absurd to intimate or to imply that crime
will be controlled if the “random and
wanton distribution of guns” is outlawed.
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The plain fact is that such preserip-
tion would not solve the crime problem,
nor even any meaningful part of it.

Again, I say, misleading the public in
this way tends to reduce the public’s jus-
tifiable concern over our alarming crime
rate, and delays positive action aimed at
the real causes of ecrime, which are, as all
of us know, in the main socioeconomic
in nature.

What I am calling for is a reasonable
appraisal of the facts. Firearms are used
in erimes and new controls are needed.
But our actions should be guided by our
understanding of the potential effective-
ness of any firearms control measure.

The statistics on misuse of firearms
in serious crime classes, as defined and
estimated by FBI crime reports for 1966
run thus:

Sy T T VTS e s Sl - S L bl 6, 476
Aggravated assault ________________ 43,578
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Advocates and friends of title IV urge
that this is a large enough statistic to
warrant enactment of a total prohibition
of mail-order sales and all of the rest
of the title’s provisions.

Mr. President, I am sure we all deplore
the erime rate. Certainly, the statistics
quoted above are tragic. The general in-
crease in crime—=88 percent since 1960—
is shocking. All thoughtful Americans
are greatly concerned because of the in-
reasing tempo of law enforcement de-
terioration, disrespect for the law, and
the skyrocketing incidence of crime.

But statistics on misuse of guns or
on the growth of erime are insufficient in
themselves to form a basis for enacting
gun control law. It takes much more
than that. It takes provisions which are
workable and enforceable. Legislation
should be based on an understanding of
the legitimate commerce in firearms,
and the abuses of these channels by
which the lawless obtain guns. It must
be drafted so people generally will accept
and support it. It must not interfere
with the tens of millions of law-abiding
citizens who own and use guns lawfully,
wholesomely, and in many cases, out of
sheer necessity.

Furthermore, Mr. President, a connec-
tion must be clearly shown between the
proposed law and its claimed ability to
reduce the misuse of firearms. The bur-
den of proof lies on the advocates of title
IV to justify the provisions of their bill
in that light.

In my judgment, they have not sus-
tained it. They have not shown that the
prohibition of mail order sales of fire-
arms will have any appreciable or meas-
urable impact on rates of crime, nor even
on the number of instances of misuse of
firearms.

OBSTACLES TO EFFECTIVE FIREARMS CONTROL

It is a fact, Mr. President, that outlaw-
ing firearms would not eliminate crime.
It is further a fact that prohibition of
mail-order sales and over-the-counter
sales would not control firearms crimes.

First of all, even with total elimina-
tion of all legitimate commerce in fire-
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arms—Ilet alone mere control—other
weapons still would be available.

The best example is zip guns. These
are easily and quickly made. They are
deadly and effective as a criminal’s
wearon. The materials needed to make
them are readily available or easily ac-
quired, and are very cheap. Hearings on
the proposed gun control bills clearly
documented this point. See footnotes 2,
15, 19, 20, 25, 27 in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for April 2, 1968, at page 8587,
which cite Life magazine article, testi-
mony of Mark K. Benenson before con-
gressional committees; Field and Stream
article; S. Texas Law Journal; M. E.
Wolfgang “Patterns in Criminal Homi-
cide”—Oxford University Press, 1958.

In a State which has a “tough” gun
control law, the criminals have taken
advantage of this substitute. In fact, the
New York State Legislature’s joint com-
mittee on crime reported that in 1966 the
use of homemade zip guns exceeded the
misuse of rifles and shotguns in murders,
robberies, and assaults in New York
State. Misuse of rifles and shotguns in
crimes totaled 705 as against a zip gun
total of 976. This is in a State which has
had the Sullivan Law for over 50 years.

A second factor which would minimize
the impact of even a total ban on all
commerce in firearms in reducing crime
is the extent of firearms ownership in
the United States. There is no way of
taking an exact inventory of them, of
course, but the ownership is vast, and
in recent years, it has trended upward.
The better estimates indicate that be-
tween 40 million and 50 million persons
in the United States own some 200 mil-
lion firearms of all types. See proceed-
ings of 20th annual meeting of S.E. As-
sociation of Game and Fish Commis-
sioners, Tulsa, Okla., pages 70 to 78 en-
titled “The Socioeconomic Impact of
Firearms in the Field of Conservation
and Natural Resources Management.”

Mr. President, a total ban on all fire-
arms commerce is not proposed by title
IV, but rather only a shutting off of one
legitimate channel of sale and distribu-
tion; namely, mail order. With mail-
order sales prohibited, there would be
small impact, indeed, upon the capacity
of those who wished to misuse firearms,
when there is a vast reservoir of 200 mil-
lion privately owned firearms to draw
upon. Even if there were a total ban on
all commerce in firearms, it would be
difficult to make a plausible argument
that misuse of firearms would be af-
fected to any appreciable degree.

In addition, advocates of title IV con-
stantly assert that their proposed legis-
lation will not curtail ownership of fire-
arms used for sport or self-protection;
that at most it would impose only slight
inconvenience on those who are lawful
users of guns. Its provisions are referred
to sometimes as “minor regulations that
this bill imposes are not significant
enough to justify any complaint.” Re-
peatedly, it is said: “This legislation
would not in any substantial way burden
any person who has a legitimate purpose
in obtaining a firearm.”

I quote these statements to indicate
that the already large reservoir of weap-
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ons will continue to grow, notwithstand-
ing the proposed legislation. Thus, the
obstacle presented by that reservoir of
privately owned guns is built in. It will
remain to hinder the objective of “keep-
ing guns out of the hands of the wrong
people.”

Even at best, any kind of firearms
control legislation would have limited
effectiveness. To reiterate, the pertinent
considerations are:

First. Crimes involving misuse of fire-
arms are relatively minimal in the en-
tire picture.

Second. Homemade or stolen firearms
are too readily available.

Third. Substitution of other weapons
for banned firearms is a demonstrated
fact.

Fourth. The vast reservoir of some 200
million guns in private ownership would
further dilute the effectiveness or impact
of a control measure.

Fifth. That vast reservoir will be in-
creased even under the proposal of those
who advocate passe.ge of title IV.

PROHIBITION OF MAIL ORDER SALES IS
TUNREASONABLE

Generally, mail order sales are a well-
established, legitimate, and widely used
channel of sales and distribution of mer-
chandise. In many instances, they are a
necessary, and very often, a sole method
of purchase and delivery to substantial
segments of our population.

This is true with ordinary merchan-
dise. It would be especially true in the
field of firearms where the number and
location of merchants may be drastically
reduced because of Federal licensing re-
quirements.

Vast areas of territory exist in the
United States where today's population
is more sparse than 50 years ago. Scar-
city of people means fewer merchants lo-
cated at far distant points. Except for
the automobile, means of transportation
are limited, and often nonexistent.

Illustrative of these geographical ter-
ritories and their respective populations
is the following :

Census figures for 1960 indicate that
the combined population of the metro-
politan areas of New York City, Chicago,
and Los Angeles was roughly 26 million.
That is more than the entire population
of 24 States.! No doubt the disparities will
be even greater when the 1970 census fig-
ures are complete.

Title IV would severely penalize those
people living in the sparsely populated
areas. In many instances, it would com-
pletely prevent them from acquiring
firearms.

Fortunately, there is an alternative.
Malil order sales need not be prohibited.
There is a workable, enforceable, and ef-
fective method which can be used to
regulate firearms and to keep them out
of the hands of the wrong people. This
method is known as the presale notice
procedure, which is provided for in
amendment No. 708.

' Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Dela-
ware, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, Maine, Missis-
sippl, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Okla-
homa, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Utah, Vermont, West Virginia, Wyoming.
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THE DEALER'S BURDEN UNDER TITLE IV IS
TUNREASONAELE

Prohibition of mail-order sales will not
keep firearms out of the hands of the
wrong people. Nor will it make any meas-
ureable progress in that direction. It
simply shifts the problem onto the dealer
in over-the-counter sales.

Title IV's requirements impose upon
the dealer a very difficult—if not im-
possible—burden. He must make a variety
of decisions before he determines that a
potential customer possesses all the quali-
fications of a person to whom a firearm
may lawfully be sold. Penalties for a mis~
take are very severe. Fines up to $10,000
and imprisonment up to 5 years may be
the consequence of such a mistake.

In fact, the onerous responsibility and
risk of following the law in selling only
to lawful buyers will be so burdensome
and fraught with so much danger, that
first, many merchants will refuse to be-
come dealers which for many communi-
ties and locations will mean no dealers
whatsoever; and second, those who will
become dealers will tend to be overly cau-
tious in making sales. A dealer cannot
personally know everyone in his frade
territory and certainly not well enough
to vouch for all qualifications of a pros-
pective purchaser. Naturally, rather than
take a chance, he will say “no sale.”

This is particularly true if a prospec-
tive customer comes in to a dealer and
presents identification from another ju-
risdiction. Then the dealer must—using
his own resources—because there is no
requirement for a sworn statement or a
police check in title IV—determine that
the identification is genuine and that
the buyer is qualified under the applica-
ble State and local law. If the sale is
made and if it later develops that the
sale was in violation of law—any law—
then the dealer has committed a Federal
crime. The same situation for the mail-
order sales that are still allowable under
title IV exists.

The inescapable conclusion is that on
the one hand many people will suffer
the harsh effects of a monopoly given
to a dealer in over-the-counter sales,
and on the other hand will be without
any opportunity to buy firearms by mail.

In more detail, here are some of the
difficulties which title IV creates for the
dealer: The dealer must make a decision
as to the accuracy of all the information
concerning the prospective buyer’s name,
his residence, and his proper age; his
ability to receive and possess a firearm
by reason of any Federal law or any
State or local law, regulation, or ordi-
nance applicable; his not being an ex-
convict, a fugitive from justice, or under
indictment and all of the other detailed
statements required to qualify a man.

In colloguy in the Senate Chamber
earlier in debate on title IV the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp] was asked
what the dealer could do to protect him-
self from Federal criminal liability if,
in fact, the prospective buyer is not
qualified to buy a firearm.

Senator Dobop’s reply on page 12329,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

I assume he would have to do the things

that any reasonable man would have to do.
As was sald about other questions, due dili-
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gence would have to be exercised to deter-
mine whom he represented himself to be,
that he lived where he said he did, that his
age was what he alleged it to be, and that
the laws of the place were he resided did not
prohibit it.

When the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. THURMOND] observed:

It is my strong feeling that it would be
better to provide a more tangible means of
protection for honest dealers . . . however,
I am concerned about the possible hidden
dangers of this bill for the honest dealer
who under section 922(b) (2) must now be
responsible for thousands of local ordinances.

The answer of the Senator from Con-
necticut was:

The best I can say about that—and I do
not want to be overly critical—is that if he
does this knowingly or with reasonable cause
to believe that 1t is illegal, then he is liable.

A situation of this kind is certainly
overloaded with uncertainty and great
risk. What may be “due diligence” in the
mind of one Federal district atforney,
may not be “due diligence” in the mind
of a different district attorney. Very
likely, judges might differ on the mean-
ing of “due diligence” or “good business
practice,” and even juries, in their com-
posite judgment, could differ greatly.

If a gun recently purchased was os-
tensibly purchased under proper cir-
cumstances and was sold with good
judgment, but if that gun is shortly
thereafter used in some crime—which
could happen—the fever pitch of the
community would be directed against
the helpless merchant who used his
earnest good judgment and due diligence.

The price would be too high. It would
not take more than one or two such oc-
currences to really make the business of
dealing in firearms under Federal license
an undesirable one. The licensed dealer
would either turn in his license, or say
“no sale” to a qualified purchaser.

Another facet of the same problem is
that many jurisdictions impose vague
restrictions on the sale of firearms. For
example, in the Distriet of Columbia the
ordinance forbids sales of handguns to
felons, narcotics addicts, vagrants, or
prostitutes. Texas law forbids sales to
“undesirable persons’” whoever they may
be. Under that type of vague description,
how can a merchant exercise due dili-
gence and good business judgment? Yet,
he is charged with that responsibility,
and he opens himself up to severe pen-
alties if he is wrong.

Actually, Mr. President, the dealer is
not armed with any procedures or tools
which he may use to protect himself
when he sells a firearm. He cannot rely
on a sworn statement or affidavit which
he can submit to the police department
or to the sheriff or the State patrol. He
cannot get their assistance in his effort
to comply with the law. In fact, it is his
individual effort alone that is expected
to make this law work.

Again, fortunately, there is an alter-
native. We need not prohibit mail-order
sales. We can regulate them, and regu-
late them very successfully and
effectively.

Under the presale notification proce-
dure of amendment 708, a dealer, wheth-
er he sells by mail or over the counter,
can send his customer’s affidavit to the
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chief law enforcement officer in the pur-
chaser’s locality. In mail-order sales,
there is a suitable waiting period before
delivery can be made by the dealer. In
that interim, if the chief of police finds
something suspicious or finds that some
representation or inaccuracy is con-
tained in the affidavit, the sale will never
be consummated. The law enforcement
officer has only to give notice to that
effect to the dealer.

This procedure is not available in title
IV. The dealer is compelled to go it on his
own and at his own peril.

Title IV, as now drawn, will mean not
only that many people will pay the harsh
penalties brought about by a monopolis-
tic system of trade with firearms, but
also that many of them will be unable
to buy firearms because dealers will tend
to become unduly cautious, or may not
engage in the business of selling firearms
at all.

TITLE IV WOULD CREATE MONOPOLIES

Prohibition of mail-order sales of fire-
arms would create a monopoly in the
merchant who would become a licensed
dealer. Such a monopoly would possess
all of its bad attributes. For example, the
buyer would be compelled to pay substan-
tially higher prices.

Lack of competition, the necessity to
pay substantially higher prices for guns
the cost of which would otherwise be very
moderate and within the reach of mil-
lions of people who still use guns and
use them wholesomely and for lawful
purposes; few dealers located far apart;
all these things are the very stuff of
which monopolies are made. It is very
fine for large companies and large fac-
tories. But it is not good for a person
entitled to buy a gun, who will not have
a reasonable opportunity to do so under
the provisions of title IV.

Such a condition will mean that not
only will potential buyers be compelled
to pay prices that tend to be high, but
also that they will have to put up with
service of indifferent quality; or in fact
be totally and unjustifiably rejected as
a customer. All are badges of monopoly.

Fortunately, there is an alternative.
Mail-order sales need not be prohibited.
They can be reasonably, effectively, and
acceptably controlled. This can be done
to a point where regulation can be en-
forced and reasonable progress made to-
ward the goal of keeping firearms out of
the hands of the wrong people.

That alternative is amendment 708 to
title IV.

LAW ENFORCEMENT SHOULD BE PREEMINENT

We ought to adhere to certain prin-
ciples in legislation of this type. I be-
lieve that when title IV of this act is
entitled “law enforcement assistance to
State firearms control acts,” it is mis-
leading. What really results from title IV
as it is drawn and as it now reads is that
the Federal Government will handle the
enforcement of all the gun control laws
of America—Ilocal ordinances, State laws
and regulations, as well as Federal laws.

Under title IV all sales in technical
violation of State law or city ordinances
would become Federal offenses. This
means an imposition of duties and bur-
dens on dealers far beyond reasonable
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commercial practice. More importantly,
however, it would put the Federal Gov-
ernment into the business of enforeing
State and local law.

Such a consequence would be in direct
violation of the constitutional heritage
and mandate of this country that en-
forcement of local laws is the duty and
right of local authorities.

It should be remembered that there are
some 400,000 full-time law-enforcement
officers in America. Only about 23,000
are Federal law-enforcement officers.
Many of these are engaged in duties oth-
er than law enforcement in the sense in
which we use it here.

Construction of a Federal constabu-
lary that would go into the highways and
byways of the Nation for the purpose of
enforcing another national prohibition
law, this time in the field of firearms,
should not be permitted.

It has been said that the presale noti-
fication procedure is defective because
it counts on the honesty of the buyer in
executing mail orders.

This is not difficult to answer. At least
evidence of dishonest, false or fictitious
statements is in writing, signed by the
prospective buyer. A false purchaser in-
curs severe criminal penalties upon con-
vietion to wit: fines up to $10,000, and
imprisonment up to 10 years.

Also, the purchaser’s local police chief
has the opportunity to verify the material
facts and representations made in the
sworn statement before delivery occurs.
If local permits or other requirements are
placed on firearms purchases within that
State, those requirements must be re-
cited in the application.

The presale notification procedure in
amendment 708 to title IV is an intelli-
gent, enforceable alternative to title IV
and I earnestly urge its support.

MAJOR PROVISIONS OF AMENDMENT 708

This amendment contains the text of
two bills introduced by this Senator
earlier in this Congress. S. 1853 seeks to
amend the Federal Firearms Act con-
cerning sporting weapons. S. 1854 seeks
to amend the National Firearms Act, also
known as the Machine Gun Act, or as
the Destructive Device Act.

My amendment is designed to place
under effective and enforcible control the
shipment and transportation of firearms
across State lines. It is the feature of
interstate commerce in firearms pointed
out in the Senate hearing record as
making it impossible for States and cities
to enforce their own firearms control
laws.

It is a strict, in fact, a tough measure.

Severe penalties are provided upon
conviction of violation of the act. Fines
are up to $10,000, and imprisonment
for terms up to 10 years.

First. All manufacturers, dealers and
pawnbrokers must have a Federal li-
cense.

Second. Shipment or transportation by
any dealer or manufacturer of any fire-
arm, including rifles and shotguns, in
interstate commerce is unlawful if made
to a person in any State or locality where
its receipt by such person would violate
any local statute or published ordinance.

Third. It is unlawful to transport into
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or receive in a State any firearm, includ-
ing rifles and shotguns, which are ac-
quired outside of such State and which
would be unlawful to acquire or possess
in the State of the recipient.

Fourth., As to a person who has been
convicted of a crime punishable by im-
prisonment for more than 1 year, or
who is under indictment for such a
crime, or who is a fugitive from justice:
First, it is unlawful for any person to
transport or ship to such indictee, con-
vict, or fugitive any firearm in inter-
state commerce, whether it is a long gun
or a hand gun; and, second, it is un-
lawful for any such indictee, convict, or
fugitive to receive any firearm which
has been transported in interstate com-
merce, or for such person to transport
or ship any firearms in interstate
commerce.

Fifth. It is unlawful for any person
to purchase a handgun over the counter
in a State which is not the State of his
residence or to purchase any handgun
by mail order without complying with
the specified presale sworn statement
procedure.

Sixth. It is unlawful for any person,
in acquiring or attempting to acquire a
firearm from a manufacturer or dealer
to make a false or fictitious statement,
written or oral; or to exhibit any false
identification with intent to deceive such
manufacturer or dealer as to any ma-
terial fact.

Seventh. It is unlawful for any carrier
to deliver a handgun in interstate com-
merce to any person under 21 years of
age or of any other firearm to a persen
under 18 years.

PRESALE AFFIDAVIT PROCEDURE

It is unlawful for any manufacturer
or dealer to ship any handgun in inter-
state commerce to any buyer unless the
presale affidavit procedure is complied
with. Also it is unlawful to sell and de-
liver a gun to a nonresident of the State
where the sale is made unless this pro-
cedure is strictly followed. Thus, over-
the-counter sales may be made to a non-
resident but not without this compliance.

The presale affidavit procedure fur-
nishes local law-enforcement officers
timely and adequate information as to
proposed shipment across State lines to
persons within their jurisdiction. This
gives them advance information so as to
enable them to control firearms coming
into their jurisdiction over State lines.
Here is how the procedure works:

First. Contents: The prospective buyer
must submit to the manufacturer or
dealer a sworn statement in which he
swears that he is 21 years of age or older:
that he is not prohibited by the Federal
Firearms Act from receiving a handgun
in interstate commerce; that his receipt
of the handgun will not be in violation
of any statute of the State and published
ordinance applicable to the locality in
which he resides; the name and address
of the principal law-enforcement officer
of the locality in which the handgun will
be shipped; and attachment of a true
copy of any permit or other information
required pursuant to such statute or
published ordinance.

Second. Procedure: Affidavit is sent to
the dealer by the prospective buyer. The
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dealer by registered or certified mail—
return receipt requested—sends a copy
thereof to the law-enforcement officer,
sheriff, or State patrolman named in the
affidavit, together with the description of
the handgun as to manufactured caliber
model and type.

Third. Shipment: Dealer must delay
shipment for a period of at least 7
days following the receipt by him of the
notification of the law-enforcement offi-
cer's acceptance or refusal of such letter.

Fourth. Delivery: Dealer must give car-
rier written notice that such handgun is
being transported or shipped.

Fifth. Delivery: It is unlawful for car-
rier to deliver a handgun to a person
under 21 years of age or any other fire-
arm to a person under 18 years of age.

Mr. President, it is submitted that this
procedure will fill the void now existent
in the enforcement of firearms control
laws in the entire Nation, Federal, State,
or local.

Law enforcement officers will receive
notice with every ample information of
intended delivery. Law-enforcement offi-
cers everywhere are aware of the very
high importance of controlling firearms
commerce. Everywhere America is aware
of the high order of priority of keeping
guns out of the hands of the wrong
people.

This is the intelligent and effective al-
ternative to a prohibition of mail order
sales. It will be effective because no pro-
spective buyer will be likely to sign his
name to an affidavit which incurs such
severe criminal penalties upon convic-
tion for falsity or misrepresentation,
without giving full, accurate disclosure
of all the necessary information. Under
the other system, the duty of gathering
and judging the evidence concerning the
eligibility of a prospective buyer is
thrown upon the dealer in over-the-
counter sales. He is not even provided
with the means by which to judge the
matter. It is unreasonable to expect him
to bear the burden and the responsibility
all alone.

Under the presale affidavit procedure,
there is a division of the duty and re-
sponsibility to screen a prospective pur-
chaser’s eligibility.

It should be noted, that the first duty
is on the prospective buyer, himself. He
must truthfully disclose his eligibility
under penalty of severe fine or imprison-
ment. He can count upon a check being
made by the local police to confirm resi-
dence, his police records, the existence
or nonexistence of a license or permit,
and similar information. He is aware of
this at the time he makes out the
application.

It is submitted that the deterrent
effect to dishonesty or falsity will be sub-
stantial under an affidavit procedure. It
certainly is highly superior to the verbal
and oral transactions that will occur over
the counter under title IV.

The second responsibility is upon the
police or other enforcement agency. Their
processing of presale affidavits will be a
very important step. It should and, in the
judgment of this Senator, it will receive
high priority and speedy attention by
law-enforcement officers.

The carrier of the weapon also bears
some responsibility in that it must not
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deliver any handgun to a person under
21 years of age, nor any long gun to any
person under 18 years of age. Severe pen-
alties are provided for violators. This is
an adequate safeguard that the age re-
quirement will be enforced and observed
in firearms transactions.

The dealer, himself, is under obligation
to proceed carefully, because his license
is at stake. However, he does receive some
protection because the procedures re-
garding what he must do are spelled out
in the bill.

This presale affidavit procedure is
workable and enforceable. It will be ac-
ceptable. It recognizes the fact that
handguns are the principal problem.
However, any dealer may use the affi-
davit procedure for the sale of any fire-
arm, including long guns, if he chooses in
order to protect himself,

THE PRINCIPAL PROBLEM : HANDGUNS

Mr. President, there has been much
testimony that the handgun is the most
formidable and most frequently used tool
of the criminal. Because of its attributes,
including its compactness and conceal-
ability, it is the most frequent weapon
in erimes which are committed with fire-
arms. The existence in many States of
laws controlling the handgun, and the
statistics showing its dominance as the
weapon used in unlawful activities, es-
tablish it as the principal problem.

Exact breakdowns are not available,
but Director J. Edgar Hoover, of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, has esti-
mated that handguns were used in 70
percent of murders committed with fire-
arms, although he did further advise that
there “is no available breakdown of the
type of firearms used in these attacks.”
In the Uniform Crime Reports it was es-
timated that approximately 19 percent of
the 231,800 aggravated assaults, in the
1966 report, were committed with fire-
arms. In that same year, 39 percent of the
153,420 robberies were committed with
firearms. In regard to the robberies Mr.
Hoover further estimated that most of
them were with the handgun.

It is because the handgun is the special
offender that its sales, both by mail-order
and over-the-counter sales to out-of-
State residents, are made subject to the
presale affidavit procedure. This is not
to suggest that crimes committed with
long guns are not serious or that they
should be free from Federal regulation. It
should be noted that several, very tough
provisions of amendment 708 apply to
them as has already been indicated.

AN ACCEPTABLE APPROACH

The regulatory features of amendment
708 are fair, reasonable, nondiscrimina-
tory, and acceptable to the overwhelming
majority of the millions of Americans
who would be directly affected by ex-
panded Federal firearms control legis-
lation.

It is one thing to talk about the need
for stringent legislation—Federal regis-
tration, licensing, total prohibition, em-
bargoes, and even confiscation of all fire-

arms. It Is quite another proposition to
fashion legislation that will be widely ac-
cepted by those who must carry the bur-
dens imposed.
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We cannot escape from the fact that
there are many millions of households—
one reliable estimate is 40 million—which
contain firearms. There are at least 15
million hunters who take to the fields
each fall. Although no recent figures are
available, it appears that at least 3 mil-
lion firearms—new and used, domestic
and imported, are sold at retail each year.

The sad experience with the 18th
amendment indicates that if a Federal
law is placed on the books that is not
acceptable to those who must abide by it,
it is doomed to failure.

Amendment 708, which embodies the
provisions of S. 1853 and S. 1854, has the
necessary broad appeal. Its provisions
have received the open and sustained
support by every major sporting and con-
servation group in the country. Hundreds
of thousands of individuals have written
to their representatives in Congress urg-
ing early passage of these bills.

Organizations who have publicly en-
dorsed S. 1853 and S. 1854 are the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation, Wildlife Man-
agement Institute, Izaak Walton League,
National Rifle Association, National
Shooting Sports Foundation, and the
International Association of Game,
Fish and Conservation Commissioners.

More interested organizations have
also gone on record generally supporting
the approach taken in amendment No.
708. Included would be the National Po-
lice Officers Association, the American
Legion, the American Farm Bureau
Federation, the National Grange, the
National Association of District At-
torneys, and others.

The legislatures of at least 14 States
have passed resolutions either support-
i}r;lg the Hruska bills or opposing the Dodd

1s.

Mr. President, the public considers
amendment 708 an acceptable measure.

IMPORTS

In the new section 925(d) of title IV,
severe restrictions are placed on the im-
portation of firearms. In the case of de-
structive devices, National Act weapons,
and military surplus handguns, there are
total prohibitions. In the case of mili-
tary surplus long guns, and other com-
mercially manufactured firearms, they
are importable only if they are generally
recognized as “particularly suitable for
or readily adaptable to sporting pur-
poses.u

Under existing law—section 414 of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954—the De-
partment of State presently grants im-
port licenses for all firearms and other
implements of war. Since 1965, the De-
partment has not issued import licenses
for destructive devices. Under the pro-
visions of the Hruska amendment, im-
ports are treated the same as any other
firearms.

For more than a decade, the New Eng-
land firearms manufacturers have been
engaged in various attempts to restrict
or eliminate competition from foreign
sources. In the past several years, how-
ever, with imports of military surplus on
the decline and many of the manufac-
turers obtaining firearms from foreign
subsidiaries, interest by the industry in
banning imports or restricted them has
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somewhat waned. However, since Presi-
dent Kennedy was assassinated with a
military surplus weapon, repeated at-
tempts have been made to justify em-
bargoes because this particular type of
weapon was used in the commission of
the heinous crime.

Domestic gun control legislation is no
place to attempt to impose protection-
ist views on foreign trade policy. More
importantly, the standard imposed for al-
lowing imports would arm the Secretary
of the Treasury with broad discretion-
ary powers, but would be virtually mean-
ingless.

The thing that is so difficult to un-
derstand is why there is an evil that at-
taches to an imported gun that does not
attach to a gun made in this country. It
is difficult to justify, and I do not think
it can be explained.

One of the most important law en-
forcement problems is the so-called
starter pistol or “Saturday night spe-
cial.” These are small caliber handguns,
usually of foreign commercial manufac-
ture, that sell for a few dollars on the
retail market. They are generally made
of pot metal or other inferior materials.
Their legitimate use is for firing blank
cartridges to “start” races at track meets
and other athletic contests. They are
widely used by juveniles and others in
the commission of crimes according to
the testimony presented to the commit-
tee. It is also noted that there are domes-
tic manufacturers of similar items which
sell at competitive prices to the foreign
imports.

It is said, “Let us stop the imports.”
But what is done about domestically
manufactured starting guns which are
selling at competitive prices with the
imports? Nothing. Apparently when an
American merchant makes it and sells
it, it is all right; but when it is brought
in from the outside, it is not. The same
reasoning goes into other categories of
imported firearms.

Assuming that it could somehow be
found that the starter pistols were not
being brought into this country for law-
ful sporting purposes—track meets and
other contests—still the market would
be supplied by domestic sources. The
proper way to deal with this problem is
the imposition of the affidavit require-
ment for mail-order sales and over-the-
counter sales to our-of-State residents.
It is probable that the “redtape,” inher-
ent delay, and notification of local police
would result in desirable restraints to
minimize and control the problem.

DESTRUCTIVE DEVICES

Part B of amendment 708 strictly reg-
ulates destructive devices such as rockets,
bazookas, antitank guns, and the like by
placing them within the framework of
the National Firearms Act of 1934. This
law presently requires the Federal regis-
tration of and heavy transfer taxes—
$200—on machine guns, sawed-off rifles
and sawed-off shotguns. The same treat-
ment would be given to destructive de-
vices.

There is no question about the need
for this provision and there is no dis-
agreement. The law would be tightened
up. The registration provisions are now
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in such shape under amendment 708 that
they conform to the most recent provi-
sions of the Supreme Court with respect
to the registration of these guns. It would
be a great improvement and a much
needed amendment of a 34-year old law.

Part B requires that no Federal licensee
may sell a national act weapon to per-
sons under 21 years of age. Part B also
makes it a Federal crime for any person
to bring a machinegun or destructive
device into the state of his residence in
violation of State law. The purchaser’s
local police agency is notified of each sale
or transfer of these weapons. The pres-
ent National Firearms Act is amended by
increasing maximum penalties to ten
years in imprisonment and $10,000 in
fines upon conviction of violation.

These provisions were included in S.
1854 introduced by this Senator. There
has been no fundamental disagreement
concerning it. In fact its provisions were
generally discussed and approved.

Now title IV approaches this in an ill-
considered and unacceptable way. Title
IV combines, in one act, sporting arms
and destructive devices which for over
30 years have been treated separately in
separate acts. I think that sportsmen
generally are entitled to be disturbed
when they find themselves bracketed in
the same act with the use of destructive
and automatic weapons which are under
prohibition of heavy taxation for trans-
fer and, in fact, Federal registration.

So it is hoped that the National Fire-
arms Act will be amended on its own fo
bring it up to date and to stiffen its nro-
visions. It does not have to be combined
with the provisions which relate to
sporting arms that originally were
treated in S. 1853 and which are now in-
corporated as part A of amendment
No. 708.

Mr. President, it is one of the tradi-
tions of America that the primary re-
sponsibility for law enforcement rests
upon State and local authority. The ap-
proach used in amendment No. T08 is
calculated to achieve that result. Thrt is
the only way there can be effective, over-
all enforcement of any firearms control
act within the boundaries of any State.

It is my hope that the Senate, in due
time, will express its will favorably upon
the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent t» have printed in the REcorp a
number of telegrams, letters, petitions,
and other messages pertaining to the
firearms control legislation,

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

NATIONAL PoLICE OFFICERS ASSO-
CIATION OF AMERICA,
Venice, Fla., May 8, 1968.
Senator RoMAN HRUSKA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HRUSKA: The National Po-
lice Officers’ Association of America, repre-
senting the interests of 480,000 law enforce-
ment officers throughout the United States,
wishes to reaffirm our statement of July 25,
1967, on hearings before the Subcommittee to
investigate juvenile delinquency, in which
we supported the principles of your bills,
which are now Incorporated into Amend-
ment 708. Amendment 708 would be a satis-
factory substitute for Title Four Section of
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Senate Bill 917, known as the Omnibus Safe
Streets and Crime Bill.
Please call upon us any time we can be of
service to you or the Subcommittee,
Sincerely,
FRANK J. SCHIRA,
Ezecutice Director.
NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS AS-
SOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., April 18, 1968.

Dear SENATOR: The National District At-
torneys Assoclation representing approxi-
mately 2,500 prosecuting attorneys through-
out America and Canada recently held their
Mid-Winter Conference. A series of resolu-
tlons were passed at this Conference which
we feel if implemented by legislation would
greatly assist the prosecutor in the discharge
of his difficult duties. We are enclosing a
copy of these resolutions and we strongly
urge that pending legislation be acted on
without undue delay or legislation be con-
sidered which would give these proposals
force and effect.

I need not go into the breakdown of law
and order in our society today. We feel that
many of the philosophies being expressed by
certain individuals and groups offer serious
threats to our traditional concept of a so-
ciety based on order and liberty.

If we may be of any assistance to you we
would be only too willing to cooperate in any
manner,

Very truly yours,
Patrick F. HEALY,
Ezecutive Director.

ResoLuTiON §: FIREARMS CONTROL

Whereas, the easy accessibility to firearms
is a significant factor in criminal homicides
and other crimes of violence; and

Whereas, federal and state firearms control
laws will assist law enforcement in reducing
the number of offenses committed with fire-
arms and will aid in the detection, arrest and
successful prosecution of persons using fire-
arms in the commission of crimes; now,
therefore

Be it resolved, that the National District
Attorneys Assoclation supports efforts pres-
ently being made in the Congress to reg-
ulate the interstate and mail order shipment
of firearms, over-the-counter sale of hand
guns to out-of-state purchasers, and the
sale of firearms to minors; and

Be It further resolved, that we urge the
Congress to conslder expanding such legisla-
tion to prohibit the sale of firearms to con-
victed criminals and to persons suffering
from mental disorders; and

Be it further resolved, that we support
legislation at the local level requiring the
registration of all firearms.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
Washington, D.C., May 1, 1968.
Hon. TrOMAS J. DoDD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR Dobp: This will acknowledge
receipt of your letter of April 26 sent via
certified mail to request our opinion and
position on Title IV of S. 917, the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as ap-
proved by the Senate Committee on the
Judiciary.

Time does not permit a thorough study of
this proposed legislation by the Natlonal
Wildlife Federation’s officers, directors, and
affiliated organizations prior to Senate debate
which you have Indicated will begin May
2-4,

The position of the National Wildlife Fed-
eration on firearms control has been made
clear, however, in previous public hearings
conducted by the Committee. In brief, we
favor, (1) strict regulation and control of
concealable weapons (pistols and revolvers);
{2) we support existing regulations prohibit-
ing the sale or interstate shipment of fire-
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arms to persons under indictment or con-
victed of a crime punishable by imprison-
ment for a term exceeding one year or is &
fugitive from justice or is prohibited by state
or local law from owning or possessing fire-
arms; and (3) we firmly believe the im-
portation, sale, shipment, use or ownership of
destructive devices (such as bombs, bazookas,
grenades, and other military type weapons or
devices) by private citizens should be com-
pletely prohibited; mnot regulated as your
amendments provide.

As we understand your proposal, it would
repeal the Federal Firearms Act of 1938, We
firmly believe this Act should not be repealed.
If properly enforced, this Act could have been
used to solve most of the current problems
involved in the interstate sale and shipment
of firearms to persons not legally entitled to
possess them. Rather than repealing what we
consider to be a very sound, workable law,
we believe further amendment is necessary to
assist local and state enforcement agencies
in further regulating and controlling mail-
order sales of concealable weapons to resi-
dents, or over-the-counter sales to non-resi-
dents, along the lines proposed in Senate
Amendment 708,

Thank you for this opportunity to offer
these comments and opinions. As you well
know, the National Wildlife Federation has
always supported adequate control, coupled
with strict enforcement, over the sale, use,
and possession of firearms by our citizens,
We belleve the basic answer to the crime
problem in the United States is to resolve
our current social problems and to educate
all law abiding citizens on the proper, safe
use of firearms and to severely punish those
persons who dellberately misuse firearms or
other weapons in the commission of criminal
acts.

Sincerely,
THOMAS L. KIMBALL,
Ezecutive Director.

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE,
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1968.

Hon. THoMas J. Dopb,

Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Ju-
venile Delinquency, Committee on the
Judieiary, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR DoDD: We have your letter
of April 26 and the enclosures concerning
your amendment which appears as Title IV
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act, S. 917,

In your letter soliciting our views, you
state that “It would be helpful to the public
in understanding this issue if you would for-
ward to me your views on my proposed legis-
lation.

‘“When this comes to debate in the Senate,
I want to effectively present all positions to
my colleagues for consideration before they
vote on this measure.

“It 1s essential that the Congress under-
stand the position taken by your organiza-
tion before voting on this measure.”

We are pleased to respond and do so in
the expectation that this letter will be pre-
sented in full context to the Senate. This
reply sets forth the views of conservationists
who long have recognized the problems re-
sulting from the misuse of certain firearms
and destructive devices. Our recommenda-
tions for the revision and enforcement of
existing laws are a matter of record in the
printed hearings of the Subcommittee To In-
vestigate Juvenile Delinquency.

We support strict controls over the inter-
state shipment of handguns as proposed in
S. 1853, by Senator Hruska and others, that
would strengthen the Federal Firearms Act,
We prefer the provisions of that bill which
require notification to local law enforce-
ment officers and an adequate waiting period
before a dealer may make delivery of a hand-
gun. We also favor the provision in S. 1853
that would prohibit the interstate shipment
of any firearm contrary to state laws.
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We believe that the provisions of your
Title IV which would prohibit completely,
rather than regulate, interstate commerce in
handguns discriminate against law-abiding
persons. Such a prohibition holds maximum
inconvenience for all sections of the country
rather than focusing attention where it is
required.

We have been advocating that grenades,
bazookas, crew-served weapons and similar
destructive devices should be regulated
rigidly. This desirable control should be
achieved by amendment of the National
Firearms Act as contemplated in S. 1854, by
Senator Hruska and others.

Sportsmen everywhere have asked the
committee not to link sporting firearms with
destructive devices. They have urged re-
peatedly that sporting firearms continue to
be handled through the Federal Firearms Act
and destructive devices through the Na-
tional Pirearms Act. Your Title IV treats
them together and puts them in the criminal
code,

We are hopeful that the corrective legisla-
tion that the sportsmen have been seeking
will be enacted during this session. We be-
lieve the Senate should do this by adopting
5. Amendment No. 708 that was offered on
April 29, 1968, as a substitute for Title IV
in 8. 917. That amendment incorporates the
widely supported features of 5. 1853 and
5. 1854.

Sincerely,
C. R. GUTERMUTH,
Vice President.

NATIONAL SHOOTING SPORTS,
FOUNDATION, INC.,
Riverside, Conn., May 1, 1968,
Senator RoMaN L. HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnNATOR HRUSKA: During Senate and
House hearings on firearms legislation in
1967, the National Shooting Sports Founda-
tion, Ine. testified in support of your S. 1853
to amend the Federal Firearms Act and your
S. 1854 to amend the National Firearms Act.

We wish to inform you that we support
your Amendment 708 as introduced in the
Senate on April 29.

The National Shooting Sports Foundation,
Inc. has 103 member companies which man-
ufacture sporting firearms and ammunition,
accessories, components and sports cloth-
ing; some of our members are publishers
of outdoor and gun magazines and books.
The company membership of our organiza-
tlon represents the major portion of the
shooting Industry.

We sincerely urge the passage of Senate
Amendment T708.

Thank you,
CHARLES DICKEY,
Director.
NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION
OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1968.
Hon, THOoMAS J, Dobbp,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SenaTOR Dopp: I have your letter of
April 26, 1968, addressed to Mr. Franklin L.
Orth, our Executive Vice President, and with
which were enclosed (1) a copy of Title IV
of S. 917, (2) a draft report on this title, and
(3) a sectlon-by-section analysis of your fire-
arms proposal as most recently amended.

As I view Title IV, it appears to be essen-
tially 8. 1 with Amendment 90 but with
rifles and shotguns removed from certain
provisions, particularly the ban on the ship-
ment or recelpt of firearms in interstate or
foreign commerce by non-federally licensed
individuals.

The position of the National Rifle Associa-
tion on 8.1 with Amendment 920 is well
known. The Association made its views quite
clear in public hearings before the Subcom=-
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mittee on Juvenile Delinquency, Senate Ju-

diciary Committee, in July 1967,

Although the prohibition on the move-
ment of firearms in commerce, as reflected in
Title IV, has been limited to handguns, the
National Rifle Association still finds Title IV
unacceptable because its basic orientation is
that of total prohibition rather than regula-
tion. In my opinion, nothing adduced so far
in the many hours of hearings on the fire-
arms control question over the last few years
supports such an approach. NRA opposition 1s
reinforced by the tone and content of the
findings and declaration, the sweeping asser-
tions of which are in my view gratuitous, un-
substantiated and indicative of the general
“anti-gun” sentiments of the supporters of
this legislation, Further, the opposition of
the National Rifle Assoclation to Title IV is
not in any degree lessened by the announced
intention of the proponents of this measure
to reinsert rifles and shotguns under the ban
now applying to handguns only when the
measure is considered on the floor of the
Senate,

The National Rifle Association has publicly
supported a positive program for effective
federal firearms controls. The pivotal ele-
ments of this program are 8. 1853 and 8. 1854,
by Senator Roman L. Hruska of Nebraska, to
provide for a certified statement approach
for the receipt of handguns in commerce, and
to regulate “destructive devices” under the
registration and heavy tax provisions of the
National Firearms Act. These bills have now
been submitted as Amendment 708, a sub-
stitute for Title IV. The Association is in full
accord with and categorically supports this
Amendment.

The charge has been frequently made that
NRA members and sportsmen generally have
been misinformed with respect to 8, 1 with
Amendment 90. It seems to me, this charge
must be predicated on the assumption that
those who oppose do not read their news-
papers, listen to radio or watch television. I
assure you, from the mail I receive, that the
membership of NRA is not misinformed and
overwhelmingly supports the position ex-
pressed here.

You may be sure the National Rifle Asso-
ciation greatly appreciates the opportunity
to reiterate its stand on firearms legislation
soon to be considered by the Senate.

Sincerely,
H. W. GLASSEN,
President.
SPORTING ARMS AND AMMUNITION
MANUFACTURERS' INSTITUTE,
New York, April 30, 1968.

Senator THomas J. DoDD,

Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on the
Judiciary, Subcommittee To Investigate
Juvenile Delinquency, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR Dopp: Your letter of April 26,
1968 addressed to Mark K. Benenson, 420
Lexington Avenue, New York, was received
on April 29, Mr. Benenson is counsel for the
New York Sporting Arms Assoclation located
at 114 Chambers Street, New York, N.Y.
10007. This is an entirely separate organiza-
tion from the Sporting Arms and Ammuni-
tion Manufacturers Institute of which I am
Secretary-Treasurer. I forwarded a copy of
your letter to Mr. Benenson. He will no doubt
reply to you on behalf of the New York
Sporting Arms Association. The following is
the reply of the Sporting Arms and Ammu-
nition Manufacturers Institute.

Since you need a response to your letter
within a day or two after its receipt, and in
view of the diversity of our membership, we
cannot set forth a specific position on Title
IV, S. 917 as you have requested. The individ-
ual views of the member-companies could be
obtained by contacting them directly.

However, we have testified before commit-
tees of both the House and Senate in favor
of firearms legislation which regulates rather
than prohibits the interstate shipment of
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handguns and which prohibits the interstate
shipment of any firearms in contravention
of state laws. For years we have supported
the ideas which are best expressed in the
Hruska bills, S. 1853 and S. 1854, now ldenti-
fied as amendment 708 to S. 917. We are
hopeful that firearms legislation such as that
proposed by Senator Hruska can be promptly
enacted.

These views generally represent the atti-
tudes of our membership, and undoubtedly
will be expressed by Senator Hruska and
other members of the Senate who support
amendment 708 to S. 917. We appreciate
your contacting us and requesting our views
on this matter.

Sincerely,
HarrYy HAMPTON,
Secretary-Treasurer.
OuTpoOR WRITERS ASSOCIATION
OF AMERICA, INC.,
Columbia, Mo., May 1, 1968.

Hon. Roman HRUSKA,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTorR HrRUskA: In a letter to you
of last July 5, it was reported that members
of the Outdoor Writers Association of Amer-
ica, in this organization’s annual convention
of June 22, 1967, endorsed the principles of
Senate Bill S. 1853 and 8. 1854 by unanimous
vote, A copy is attached.

In attendance at this convention were
members from 41 of the 50 United States
and the District of Columbia; inclusive of
newspaper, magazine and book textual
writers, photographers, radio-TV broadcast-
ers and lecturers in the broad fields of out-
door recreation and natural resources.

It is my pleasure to inform you that the
endorsement applies to the present form of
this proposed legislation as expressed in pend-
ing Amendment 708 of Omnibus Crime and
Safety in the Streets bill.

Respectfully yours,
Don G. CULLERMORE,
Executive Director, OWAA, Editor,
Outdoors Unlimited.

Whereas, Senator Roman Hruska has in-
troduced S. 1853 to amend the Federal Fire-
arms Act to tighten controls on interstate
shipment of firearms, similar to a bill intro-
duced In the U.S. House of Representatives
by Rep. Cecil King, and,

Whereas, Senator Hruska has introduced
S, 1854 to amend the National Firearms Act
to place tighter controls on heavy military
ordnance termed “destructive devices,” and,

Whereas, the intent of these bills is to
preserve the rights of all hunters and other
recreational shooters to be able to continue
enjoying the shooting sports,

We, the Outdoor Writers Association of
America, do hereby endorse the principles
of Senator Hruska's bills as introduced in the
90th Congress.

Jackson, N.H.,
May 3, 1968.
Senator RoMan HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.

The officers board of directors and mem-
bership of the New England Outdoor Writers
Assoclation wish to go on record in support
of Hruska Amendment 708 to S. 917 and ex-
press vigorous opposition to Senator Dodd
Title Four Amendment to S. 917.

Davip O. MORETON,
Executive Secretary, New England
Writers Association.

SouTH EasT OUTDOOR PRESS ASSO-
CIATION,
May 6, 1968.

Senator RoMAN HRUSKA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SemaTOR HrRUsKAa: The South East
Outdoor Press Association, representing



13316

working writers and photographers in the

outdoor field, firmly supports in principle

your Amendment 708.

We advocate your position as reasonable,
workable and effective.

Very truly yours,
Davip DALE DICKEY,
President.
Mavy 1, 1968.

Senator TroMas J. Dopp,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Sub-
committee To Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnaTOR Dopp: To reply to your let-
ter of 26 April, 1968, in which you asked for
a forwarding of my views on your proposal
now amended and known as Title IV to S.
917, I would have the following comments:

Our position on this matter of firearms
legislation is as it was when I testified before
your Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency
on 20 July, 1967. We do not concur with and
object strongly to the Statement of Findings
which form the first section of this amend-
ment and we are opposed to the general
philosophy and thinking indicated in this
measure,

We most strongly support, as previously
indicated in our testimony, legislation such
as the Hruska bill for the reasonable control
of Interstate trafic in handguns and the
many other beneficlal yet safeguarded fea-
tures that this measure contains. We fur-
ther feel a license fee of $10.00 a year fol-
lowing an initlal license fee of $25.00 per
year will force many legitimate small town
hardware stores and general supply stores
from the firearms business and we fail to see
any connection between such a license fee
increase and crime control. We would pose
no objection to a modest license fee increase,

‘We further feel that control of importa-
tion surplus firearms should remain in the
Department of State.

Very truly yours,
GAME AND PARKS COMMISSION,
Frank FOOTE,
Section Chief, Division of State Parks.

TALLAHASSEE, Fra.
May 3, 1968.
Senator RomanN L. HRUSKA,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We heartily support your amendment No.
708 to S. 917. The sportsmen of this country
most sincerely appreciate your reasonable ap-
proach to firearms legislation.

0. E. FrYE,
Director, Florida Game and Fresh Water
Fish Commission.

RICHMOND, Va.,
May 3, 1968.
Hon. RoMAN HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C’.:

The Virginia ¢ sommission of Game and In-
land Fisheries with concurrence of the
sportsmen of this State, has unanimously
opposed anti-gun legislation now incorpo-
rated in title IV of 8. 917 and endorsed the
sound approach to effective firearms con-
trol offered by amendment 708 parts A and
B. We urge Senators to adopt amendment 708
to 8. 917 as substitute for present title IV
of the bill,

CHESTER ¥, PHELPS,
Ezecutive Director, Virginia Commission
of Game and Inland Fisheries.

STATEN IsrLawnD, N.Y.
May 2, 1968.
Senator HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:
The Staten Island Federation of Sports-
mens Club, Inc., of 3,000 members opposes
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the Dodd amendment the crime in the
streets bill and support your amendment
T08.
Epwarp L. BURTURE,
President.
READING, Pa.,
May 4, 1968.
Senator Roman HRUSEA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Our organization, including 41 clubs and
16,000 members, urges to you to push for
passage of Amendment 708 to Senate Bill 917.

Brooke FocHT,
Secretary, Federated  Sportsman’s
Clubs of Berks County.
New Yorx, N.Y.,
May 1, 1968.
Hon. RoMAN HRUSKA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The following rifle and pistol clubs of New
York City urge passage of Amendment 708
and the defeat of the Dodd Amendment,
Knickerbocker; Uptown; Latin-American;
Interboro; Chester; 8th Regiment Vets;
Eclipse; Winchester; 4th Estate; Palmach;
and Trail's End.

Howarp RoOTH,
President, Bronz County Sportsman’s
Federation.
ErIE, Pa.,
May 5, 1968.
Senator RoMAN HRUSKA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We the members of the Erie County Coun-
cil of Federated Sportsman's Clubs 5,097
strong representing 17 Sportsman's Clubs in
Erie County, Pennsylvania, support Senator
Hruska's amendment 708 Senate Bill 917.

Erie CoUunTY CoUNCIL FEDERATED
SPORTSMAN’S CLUBS.
MaPLEWOOD, N.J.
May 5, 1968.
Senator RoMman HRUSKA,
Washington, D.C.:

Association of New Jersey Rifle and Pistol
Club Incorporated representing 33,000 NRA
members in that State of New Jersey support
the Hruska Bill as stated in amendment 708
to 5. 917 since we are strongly in favor of
sensible fire arms legislation.

CArL E, EASTNER,
Secretary.

New Yorx STATE CONSERVATION
CounciL, INc.,
Troy, N.Y., May 2, 1968.
Hon. RomaN HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnaTOR HRUsKEA: The New York
State Conservation Council has in the past,
as an organization of over 350,000 mem-
bers, and through its member Clubs, indi-
cated its support and endorsement of S-1853
and 8-1854, and our opposition to the many
versions of the Dodd bills,

It has come to our attention that these bills
may be substituted as Amendment No. 708,
in place of the Dodd Amendment to the Safe
Street Bill.

Our organization would appreciate any
efforts on your part to make our position
known to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
LoveLL E. Coox.
CiTrzENs COMMITTEE FOR FIREARMS
LEGISLATION, INC.,
Belle Mead, N.J., May 1, 1968.
Senator RoMaN HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEsaTOR HrRUSKA: Please be advised

that our Committee, representing over 100,-
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000 citizens and sportsmen in the State of
New Jersey, earnestly supports your efforts
in effecting the passage of Amendment 708
to 8917, the Omnibus Crime Bill,

We have consistently deplored the so called
“Dodd Bill” when certain other influences
changed his original bill, and we continue
to oppose efforts to sneak that bill through
gltl.h the guise of attaching it to another

ill.

We are working to pass a stronger sensible
firearms law here in New Jersey, since we
have witnessed and documented the inef-
fectiveness of the recent N.J. Antifirearms
law, that presently harrasses the honest citi-
zen, while the crime has risen in N.J. over
the past two years.

We feel that your bill should be con-
sidered on its merits, and passed after due
consideration. We are strongly opposed to
many features of the Dodd Bill.

Sincerely,
L. A. BURTON,
Secretary.
THE NEw YorK STATE RIFLE &
PisToL ASSOCIATION, INC.,
May 2, 1968.
Re Amendment 708.
Hon. RoMaN HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR HRUSkA: The thousands
of members and member Clubs of this As-
sociation has repeatedly endorsed the Hrusksa
Bills 5-1853 and S-1854 ancC repeatedly op-
posed the Dodd Bills.

We have been informed that these bills
may be substituted for the Dodd bill amend-
ment to the Safe Street bill.

Such action would be in the best interest
of the Public and has our wholehearted
support.

We would appreciate your efforts in making
this position known.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL PETRUSKA,
Legislative Director.
FrRANKLIN VOLK,
President.

PRIVATE DETECTIVES ASSOCIATION OF
New JErRseY, Inc.,
Union City, N.J., May 2, 1968.
Re Omnibus Crime Bill.
Senator RoMan HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HRUSKA: Our complete mem-
bership is in full agreement with your
Amendment 708 to the Omnibus Crime
Bill, S917.

We are in active opposition to the so-
called “Dodd Bill” being attached to the
Omnibus Crime Bill. We agree that your
approach is best, and you may rely on us
for any further support you may deem nec-
essary.

Sincerely,
CorNELIUS H, GrOoNDIN, Jr.,
Legislative Chairman.

N.J. SPORTING GOODS DEALERS AND
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,
Milltown, N.J., May 2, 1968.
Senator RomaN HRUSKA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR: The New Jersey Sporting
Goods Dealers and Manufacturers Associ-
ation desires that the omnibus crime Bill
No. 8197 should not contain any legisla-
tion concerning firearms. Legislation con-
cerning firearms should be in a catogory of
its own, not tagged on to another bill.

If it must be considered with 35187, the
New Jersey Sporting Goods Dealers and
Manufacturers Association favors the
Hruska Amendment No. 708 rather than
the Johnson-Dodd Bill.
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In lieu of either the Johnson-Dodd Bill
or Hruska bill, we suggest the following
procedure enclosed with this letter.

Very truly yours,
HERMAN TREPTOW,
Vice-President.
To RoMAN HRUSKA:

All out of state purchases of pistols and
revolvers shall be made through purchasers
local chief of police.

Permits for same to be supplied by U.S.
Post Office Dept. and made avallable at all
U.S. Post Offices.

Purchaser makes application on official
blank and submits same to chief of police.

If chief of police okays purchase, he signs
application blank and he personally inserts
applicants official order and his check or
money order to cover in official police de-
partment stationery and police department
mails same.

THE OHIO GUN COLLECTORS
AssocraTioN, INC.,
April 29, 1968.

Hon. RoMaN L. HRUSKA,

Committee on the Judiciary,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnaTOR HRUsEA: Enclosed with this
letter is a copy of a letter to Senator Dodd
stating that the Arms Collector groups and
assoclated Sportsmen’s groups which I rep-
resent oppose the addition of 8. 1, or Amend-
ment 90 or any watered-down portions of
those bills to the Crime Bill, 8. 917.

Please belleve that we heartlly endorse the
provisions as you have presented them in S.
1853 and S. 1854, and that our membership
has now increased not less than 12 percent
over that of last July (1867) when our testi-
mony was presented before the Senate Sub-
committee to investigate Juvenile Delin-
quency.

Sincerely,
P. L. SHUMAKER,
Chairman, Legislative Committee.
THE OHIO GUN COLLECTORS
AssocIATION, INC.,
April 29, 1968.

Hon. THoMAS J. Dobp,

Chairman, Subcommittee to Investigate Ju-
venile Delinquency, U.S. Senate, Wash~
ington, D.C.

Dear Me. Dopp: Thank you for your letter
dated April 26, 1968.

However, the Arms Collector groups and
recognized Sportsmens' groups which I rep-
resent remain opposed to S. 1, or Amend-
ment 90 to S. 1, or to portions of those Bills
which are proposed to be added to S. 917 (as
Title IV).

We will support S. 1853 and S. 1854 as pro-
posed by Senator Roman Hruska, and have 50
notified our Senators.

A copy of this letter is being sent to Sena-
tor Hruska for his information.

Respectfully submitted.

P. L. SHUMAKER.
Darvras, TEX.,
April 29, 1968.

Re: S. 917, Title IV (8. 1—Amendment 90 as
Revised).

Senator THomas J. Doop,

New Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTorR Dopp: Your letter of April
26 and the enclosures regarding the above
legislation have been recelved and I feel
honored that you have requested my opinion
on the proposed Title IV.

Senator, if Title IV is presented to the
Senate on the theory that it will in any way
aid in reducing crime, then the entire Title
IV should be stricken. It will do nothing
except encumber the law-abiding private
citizen’s right to acquire firearms. The bill
does not regulate, it prohibits! Not one crimi-
nal will comply with this Act; on the con-
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trary, he will simply steal your pistol, or
break into a gun store and take what he de-
sires. Has this not been made clear by all
of the recent difficulty we have had in the
streets of this country? I respectfully remind
you that Attorney General Clark, in his testi-
mony before Committee No. 5 of the House
Judiciary Committee, stated that this bill
will only “reduce the probability” of guns
falling into wrong hands, and this is set
forth on pages 276 and 276 of the House
Hearings, 1967.

My position on this bill is made clear in
the printed hearings before your Committee
at pages 639 et seq. I cannot help but feel
that your S. 1691 as presented in the 89th
Congress and Senator Hruska's S. 1854 in the
90th, both dealing with the regulation of
“destructive devices,” could be of some aid,
and you will note my remarks regarding
this in the printed hearings.

On behalf of the National Skeet Shooting
Association I respectfully suggest that this
package submitted as Title IV is step No. 1
to disarming procedures aimed at the pri-
vate citizenry, and I respectfully urge that
it be removed in total from the bill.

Sincerely yours,
JoE H. McCRrackEN IIIL

RARITAN Bay Rop AND GUN CLUB, INC.,

Perth Amboy, N.J., May 2, 1968.
Re: Omnibus Crime Bill.
Senator Roman HRUSEA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTror HrRUskAa: Our entire mem-
bership is in full accord with your Amend-
ment 708 to the Omnibus Crime Bill, S917.

We agree that your approach is best and
are In active opposition to the so-called
“Dodd bill" being attached to the Ommnibus
Crime Bill, We wish to assure you of any
further support you may deem necessary.

Sincerely,
CorNELIUS H. GRONDIN, JI.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, I yield
the floor and yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. METCALF subsequently said: Mr.
President, I wish to associate myself with
the remarks made by the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska, Senator HRUSKA
with respect to amendments to the Fed-
eral Firearms Act and the National Fire-
arms Act.

Senator HruskAa has quite properly
stated the objective of such legislation:
It is to “keep the firearms out of the
hands of the wrong people—those who
misuse them.”

My views on the misuse of firearms
are based on my own understanding of
the problem and the hundreds of sugges-
tions I have received from Montanans for
whom I speak. I am sure my experience
in this matter is similar to that of other
Members of Congress who returned to
their respective States after adjourn-
ment. I found Montanans vitally con-
cerned with the kind of firearms legis-
lation that may ultimately be enacted.
As would be expected, their concern
ranged over a broad front, extending
from the individual right to possess and
use firearms for legal purposes of all
kinds, including defense of family, home,
and property, to the continuance of the
very substantial hunting and recrea-
tional service industry that the sporting
use of firearms supports in Montana.
There is concern, too, about the con-
tinuation of State wildlife management
programs supported entirely by the li-
cense fees paid by hunters and by the
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Federal excise taxes tlhey pay on sporting
arms and ammunition. In Montana, as in
other States, hunters pay the bills for
necessary wildlife management and res-
toration programs as well as maintain
the food, transportation, equipment, and
allied businesses that service their needs.
Furthermore, Montanans want firearms
restrictions to apply directly to criminals
and the criminally inclined, rather than
to the vastly greater number of law-
abiding citizens, as Senator Hruska has
so ably said.

I fully share the concerns of Montan-
ans in this regard, Mr. President. As
they do, I support corrective amend-
ments to the Federal Firearms Act and
to the National Firearms Act that hold
promise, with vigorous enforcement, of
reducing the criminal misuse of sporting
firearms and the so-called destructive
devices. I question whether the existing
Federal Firearms Act has been enforced
with sufficient vigor, and I believe that
many of the abuses the committee now
hears about would not have taken place
had this been done, Clearly, the Federal
Government has been lax in discharging
the responsibilities it assumed under that
act. Many of the complaints we hear can
be attributed to this laxity. Nevertheless,
it is clear, as experience has shown, that
some additional amendments would help
the States in preventing the inferstate
acquisition of firearms by persons in vio-
lation of State laws or regulations. It is
this traffic, the record shows, that con-
tributes largely to the criminal misuse of
firearms, It is through this route that
many criminals, alcoholics, addicts, and
juveniles circumvent State or local re-
strictions against their acquisition and
possession of firearms.

The goal of any legislation that is con-
sidered should be to provide the utmost
Federal assistance to State and local
government in curbing traffic in conceal-
able weapons that is contrary to State
and local law. These are the firearms that
figure most prominently in crime. Be-
cause of their concealability and lack of
bulk, handguns are the firearms favored
by eriminals and the criminally inclined.
They are the firearms most used in pre-
meditated crime. I believe that the flow
of pistols and revolvers to certain indi-
viduals can be slowed by the enactment
of appropriate legislation and by its sub-
sequent vigorous enforcement. All inter-
ested persons should realize, however,
that it would be unrealistic and inaccu-
rate to assume that any legislation ever
would end the misuse of firearms or, for
that matter, of automobiles, narcotics,
alcohol, or kitchen knives.

Certainly, it is reasonable to expect
that any State or local unit of govern-
ment, experiencing difficulty with the
misuse of firearms, should have enacted
or should enact laws pertaining to the
possession of firearms to meet its own
specific purposes. What these units of
government need now, because local
laws are being circumvented by the out-
of-State purchase of firearms, is a rela-
tively uncomplicated and straightfor-
ward act to close this loophole.

I believe that this would be done by the
enactment of the amendment proposed
by the senior Senator from Nebraska
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[Mr. Hruskal. I believe that this pro-
posal closes the loopholes that have been
causing the most trouble, makes certain
other needed corrections in the Federal
Firearms Act, properly establishes re-
strictions on interstate traffic in the
problem handguns, while at the same
time assuring the least inconvenience to
the millions of citizens who own and use
firearms for lawful purposes. Legislation
of this kind as we have seen has the sup-
port of all of the major sporting and
shooting organizations as well as of in-
dividual sportsmen across the country.

Contrary to some of the statements
that have appeared in the press, I find
that sportsmen do believe that improve-
ments can be made in the Federal Fire-
arms Act. They do believe that some im-
provements are necessary and that these
amendments are workable, realistic, and
hold promise of effectiveness. They hold
the promise of helping the State and lo-
cal governments to enforce laws and reg-
ulations that respond to conditions as
they exist in various sections of the coun-
try. They do not seek to invoke a broad
national ban on firearms., Rather, the
recommended amendments recognize
that conditions vary widely through the
country and that a ban or prohibition
that may be desirable in one State or
local area may not be in the best inter-
est of another.

Before concluding, I want to comment
on another legislative matter that has
the strong endorsement of sporting
groups throughout the country. This is
the control of destructive devices, auto-
matic weapons and others that can only
be used for war materiel. From letters I
have received and from copies of resolu-
tions that have passed over my desk,
there can be no misunderstanding about
the desire of all Americans to bring crew-
served weapons and other of the destruc-
tive devices under prompt control.

Unfortunately, some persons prefer to
persist in thinking that sportsmen object
to such control. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. Sportsmen want de-
structive devices controlled, but they
want the control to be accomplished by
an amendment to the National Firearms
Act, the so-called Machinegun Act,
rather than through the Federal Fire-
arms Act, which applies solely to sport-
ing firearms. There is a clear distinction
between machineguns and weapons of
that kind and sporting firearms. Ma-
chineguns, hand grenades, and the heavy
ordnance of war have a use and a pur-
pose separate and apart from sporting
firearms. That is why we have a Federal
and a National Firearms Act.

Personally, I doubt if we ever will see
the day when sportsmen will agree to
lumping sporting firearms and destruc-
tive devices into the same basic law. I am
confident that a destructive device
amendment to the National Firearms Act
could have been enacted by now had it
not been for the ill-advised persistence of
some persons to link such weaponry with
sporting firearms.

I have sought in these brief remarks
to show that there is positive support for
certain corrective firearms legislation in
Montana and throughout the Nation.
This support is based on the belief that
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Federal legislation should assist, rather
than usurp, State and local authority to
deal with the firearms problem as it may
exist. There is no justification, in my
opinion, in attempting to blanket the
entire country with restrictive legisla-
tion when the criminal misuse of fire-
arms is largely a local or regional prob-
lem.

Maximum, but realistic, effort should
be made to restrict the interstate traffic
in concealable weapons, the kind of fire-
arms that are used most prevalently in
the commission of armed crime. Much of
the difficulty that has been encountered,
especially in the centers of population
where armed crime is most prevalent,
would be overcome by more vigorous law
enforcement and by greater attention in
the courts. The failure to provide such
enforcement and the laxity of some
courts have contributed to the current
problem.

Corrective legislation along the lines
proposed by Senator Hruska, plus better
enforcement all the way from the streets
to the courts, will do much to solve the
problem with which all law-abiding per-
sons are concerned.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that I
may make two unanimous-consent re-
quests without the time being charged to
either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Subcommittee on Flood Control of the
Committee on Public Works be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today; and I also ask unanimous
consent that the Subcommittee on Ex-
ecutive Reorganization of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs and the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry be permitted to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 1224) to authorize the Pres-
ident to reappoint as Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, for an additional
term of 1 year, the officer serving in that
position on April 1, 1968, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1224)
to authorize the President to reappoint
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as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
for an additional term of 1 year, the
officer serving in that position on April 1,
1968, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum ecall be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 917) to assist State and
local governments in reducing the inei-
dence of crime, to increase the effective-
ness, fairness, and coordination of law
enforcement and criminal justice systems
at all levels of government, and for
other purposes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield my-
self as much time as I may require. I
hope it will not be long.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have inserted at this point in
the RECORD a copy of a letter that I wrote
to Members of the Senate, and a chart
and a memorandum, which were de-
livered this morning.

There being no objection, the letter,
chart, and memorandum were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY, SUBCOMMITTEE TO IN-
VESTIGATE JUVENILE DELIN-
QUENCY,

Washington, D.C., May 15, 1968.
Hon, "
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR : I have had several inquiries as
to the specific differences between Title IV of
S. 917, the Administration’s firearms control
bill, and Senator Roman L., Hruska's sub-
stitute, Amendment No. 708.

Because of the complexity of these pro-
posals, I am attaching a chart for your in-
formation comparing the firearms controls
that would be established by each of these
measures. I am also enclosing a memorandum
which points out many serious weaknesses
and inadequacles in Amendment No. 708 as
compared to Title IV.

As you can see, Senator Hruska's Amend-
ment does not place a reasonable burden on
the dealer to ascertain the legitimacy of the
prospective purchaser either adult or juve-
nile. It does not propose licensing of all deal-
ers, thus allowing fly-by-night traffickers to
sell firearms to non-residents. And, it is am-
biguous in restricting gun sales to fugitives
and indicted persons.

Furthermore, the Amendment would not
prohibit the intrastate sale of firearms to
felons, It would not prohibit the instrastate
sale of handguns to persons under 21 years
of age. And it would not prohibit the intra-
state sale of firearms in violation of state or
local laws.

Amendment No. 708 places excessive reli-
ance on the sworn statement. That is a dubi-
ous control device which has been called in-
adequate and worthless by all of the Federal
and state law enforcement witnesses who
testified at our hearings. It is a device the
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net effect of which would be to overburden
the even now undermanned and overworked
police departments throughout the nation.
For example, a crippling flaw in the sworn
statement approach is that it cannot cope
with the habitual criminal, who is often
a transient person. He usually has a police
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record in several cities. The only way a
police department could be positive about &
prospective gun buyer's criminal record would
be to obtain an F.B.I. record check. This
could result in millions of such record checks
being requested from the Bureau which is
obviously not feasible.
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I hope that the attached documents will be
helpful to you in the course of our delibera-
tion of these proposals.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
THoMAS J. Dobpp,
Chairman.

SHORT COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OoF TITLE IV AND THE HRUSKA AMENDMENT No. 708

CONTROL PROVISIONS
1. Scope of coverage

2, Interstate mail order sale of handguns.

3. Interstate (non-resident) over-the-

counter sale of handguns.
4. All sales of firearms including Interstate
sale of rifles and shotguns to felons.

5. Inirastate sales to anyone.

6. Intrastate sales of firearms to felons.
(Handguns and long guns)

7. Intrastate sale of handguns to persons
under 21.

8. Intrastate sales in violation of state and

local gun laws.

9. Import controls.

10, Destructive Devices.

11. Licensing.

12, Standards for Licensees.

TITLE IV
Controls all sales of firearms by federally
licensed dealers, manufacturers, and im-
porters.
Interstate
Regulates (channels through local deal-
ers).
Regulates (channels through local deal-

).
Prohibits.

Intrastate
Regulates. (Identifying information, name
age and address, must be obtained and must
be kept in files. Fallure to do so is a violation
of the Title.)
Prohibits.

Prohibits.
Prohibits.

Imports
Prohibits import of surplus handguns and
other nonsporting firearms.
Destructive devices
Requires police clearance to purchase.

Licensing

Licenses all dealers, manufacturers and im-
porters in Firearms business. (This includes
intrastate as well as interstate.)

Title IV would deny & license to:

(1) a person under 21 years of age.

{(2) a felon, a fugitive or person under
indictment for a felony.

(3) a person who has violated any provi-
sion of the Title.

(4) a person who has falsified his appli-
cation.

(5) a person who is not likely to conduct
operations in compliance with the Title's
provisions.

(6) a person who has no business premises.

AMENDMENT NO, 708
Controls interstate shipment, transporta-
tion and receipt of firearms. Amendment No.
708 does not restrict intrastate sales.

Regulate with purchaser's sworn state-
ment.

Regulate with purchaser's sworn state-
ment,

Prohibits interstate shipment to felons.

(Retains existing law requiring name and
address.)

No provision. (Does not restrict intrastate
sales.)

No provision, (Does not restrict intrastate
sales.)

No provision. (Does not restrict intrastate
sales.)

Restricts import of destructive devices
under National Firearms Act.

Impose transfer tax of $200 under National
Firearms Act.

Licenses only interstate dealers and manu-
facturers.

No. 708 would only deny a license to:

(1) a person under 21 years of age.

(2) a felon, a fugitive (crime of violence)
or person under indictment for a crime of
violence

(3) a person who has violated any provi-
sion of the Act.

(4) a person who has falsified his appli-
cation.

These weak standards mean:

(a) A person with no place of business
could be licensed, such as those who operate
on the street corner or out of a truck, per-
sons who we have found to be indiscrimi-
nately selling guns to juveniles and criminals.

(b) An intrastate dealer would not have to
be licensed and could carry on a business
with no Federal controls.

(c) It would allow the 25,000 people who
now own Federal licenses and are not bona
fide dealers to keep them and continue to
avold compliance with Important provisions
of the Title. If you can afford ten dollars, you
are a dealer. We are thus carrying over a
major flaw in the present law.

(d) It encourages persons to obtain 1i-
censes to evade the requirement of a sworn
statement on mall order and non-resident
sales, thus skirting state and local gun laws.

MEMORANDUM: COMPARISON OF AMENDMENT
No. 708 anp TrTLE IV

The stated objective of both Title IV and
the substitute amendment, No. 708, is to per-
mit state and local laws controlling the use
and possession of firearms to be effectively
enforced, The greatest obstacle to effective
enforcement of these laws is the ready avail-
ability of firearms in other states with few
or mo controls, and interstate wmail-order
shipment of firearms.
_ Title IV would meet this problem by chan-
neling all interstate sales of all firearms other
than rifies and shotguns through locally li-

censed dealers, which would allow maximum
effective use of state and local law,

However, Amendment No, 708 uses a cum-
bersome and much less effective system of
non-notarized sworn statements and notifica-
tion of intended delivery of handguns only to

local law enforcement,

The deflclencies of the latter approach have
been underscored by virtually every law en-
forcement official who testified before the
Subcommittee.

Below is an analysis of the major deficlen-
cles in that a .

This procedure will not effectively prevent
persons not entitled by the law of their res-

idence to possess such weapons for the fol-
lowing reasons:

Local law enforcement will be greatly over-
burdened in having to verify the contents of
each sworn statement. For example, to check
a person’s criminal record may require
searching not only local but national files,
Court records locally and elsewhere must be
checked to determine if the individual is un-
der indictment, legally incompetent, or other-
wise ineligible.

Many state and local jurisdictions have no
gun control regulations. It is doubtful that
in those situatlons local law enforcement
would investigate to determine whether the
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proposed shipment is to a person prohibited
from receiving it under Federal law (e.g., a
convicted or indicated felon).

There is no requirement that the state-
ment be notarized or even witnessed. Nor is
there any requirement for a photograph or
fingerprints. Therefore, local law enforcement
will also be required to determine the au-
thenticity of the signature, presumably by
direct contact with the purported applicant.
And there is absolutely no guarantee of any
kind that the sworn statement is correct or
that it is even sworn to.

The federal licensee is apparently under
no obligation not to complete an over-the-
counter sale even if notified by local law en-
forcement of the applicant's residence that
the applicant is ineligible to purchase. In
mail-order situations a licensee is prohibited
from shipping to a person ineligible to re-
ceive under state or local law (Section 2(c));
but there is no parallel provision with respect
to over-the-counter sales to non-residents
whose state or local law would prohibit re-
ceipt or possession of the firearms.

The provision only applies to handguns. A
licensee may apparently sell any other fire-
arms such as machine guns, mufflers, silenc-
ers, ete.,, over-the-counter to any purchaser,
regardless of age, known criminal back-
ground, or known ineligibility under state or
local law.

The affidavit procedure and waiting period
is only required for sales to unlicensed per-
sons. Amendment No. 708, however, makes no
significant qualification for applicants for
dealer licenses. Any individual over twenty-
one years of age who is not a felon and who
has not violated the act is apparently eligible
to receive such a license upon the payment
of a $10 annual fee, whether or not he in-
tends to engage bona fide in the business of
selling firearms. Inasmuch as the Treasury
Department estimates that some 25,000
dealer licenses are now held by persons not
engaged in the business, this failure to in-
crease the requirements for such a license
creates a major avenue of evading even the
limited affidavit—walting period procedure.
(This same situation has rendered the pres-
ent act useless.)

Only licensees are required to comply with
the affidavit-waiting period procedure in
sales or shipments of handguns to non-resi-
dents. Thus, unlicensed persons may sell at
will any firearms to non-residents, or ship
them In commerce as long as they do not
do this so regularly as to become dealers.

The affiant must state that his “receipt”
of the handgun is not in violation of the law
of his residence. This statement would be
of little effect in over-the-counter trans-
actions for the law of another state could not
prohibit “receipt” of a firearm by its resi-
dents beyond its jurisdiction.

CONTROL OF SALES TO JUVENILES

Amendment No. 708 establishes very weak
control of sales to juveniles. The only pro-
visions affecting such sales are the require-
ments that non-residents purchasing hand-
guns by mail order or over-the-counter state
in their sworn statement that they are over
twenty-one years of age, and that com-
mon or contract carriers not deliver hand-
guns to any person with knowledge or with
reasonable cause to believe that such person
is under twenty-one years of age, or other
firearms to persons under eighteen years of
age.

Under Amendment No. 708 no licensee is
prohibited from selling any firearm to any
person regardless of age.

Although there is a requirement that any
manufacturer or dealer (apparently whether
or not licensed) must notify the carrier in
writing of the contents of a package con-
taining any handgun, no similar provision
applies to contents of a package containing
“any firearm”. Thus, the prohibition on de-
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livery to persons under eighteen is unlikely
to be effective.

The affidavit provisions requiring a sworn
statement that the purchaser is twenty-one
years of age apply only to handguns, and
then only for mail orders and over-the
counter sales to non-residents.

Even where the affidavit is required, there
is no prohibition on completing the sale
even if the licensee knows or has reason to
know that the applicant is under twenty-
one,

SALES AND SHIPMENTS TO CONVICTED OR IN-
DICTED FELONS AND FUGITIVES FROM JUSTICE

Amendment No, 708 does not specifically
prohibit a federal licensee from selling over-
the-counter to a known criminal, including
felons, fugitives, and indictees for felonies, as
does Title IV. This omission could be particu-
larly significant in the case of pawnbrokers
who frequently know or have reason to know
of the criminal background of some of their
clients, but who under the substitute amend-
ment may sell to such a person with im-
punity.

Amendment No. 708 is now very ambiguous
with respect to coverage of convicted and
indicted persons. Under its predecessor bill,
S. 1853, the only criminals or indlictees af-
fected were those who had been convicted
or indicted for a “crime of violence'. “Crimes
of violence” were specifically defined to in-
clude enumerated offenses. (Only “crimes of
violence” had been included in the Federal
Firearms Act prior to a 1961 amendment. In
1961 this coverage was expanded to include
persons indicted or convicted of an offense
punishable by imprisonment for more than
one year.) The substitute amendment now
defines “Indictment” and “fugitive from jus-
tice” in terms of “crimes of violence”. The
definition of “crimes of violence”, however,
has been deleted. Moreover, all operative sec-
tions are in terms of crimes punishable by
imprisonment for more than one year, Are
“indictments” In the operative sections
limited to “crimes of violence" so long as the
crime of violence is punishable by imprison-
ment for more than one year? If so, narcotics
offenders and gamblers, presumably not in-
dicted for a “crime of violence” would not be
covered. Nor would persons indicted for vio-
lation of federal firearms laws.

DEFICIENCIES IN LICENSING REQUIREMENTS

The most important provision in amend-
ment No. 708 is the afidavit-waiting perlod
requirement for shipments or sales of hand-
guns to non-residents. However, this require-
ment only applies to non-residents who are
not licensed. The ease by which a person may
obtain a license is therefore a ecritical weak-
ness of this aspect of the substitute amend-
ment.

The only substantive requirements for
such a license under Amendment No. 708
are: (1) that the applicant be at least
twenty-one years of age; (2) that the appli-
cant not be under indictment or be con-
victed for a crime of violence (or felony, de-
pending on construction), or be a fugitive
from justice; (3) that the applicant not have
willfully violated any provisions of the Act or
regulations, and (4) that the applicant not
willfully fail to disclose any material fact in
connection with his application. In contrast,
Title IV requires, in addition to the require-
ments of the substitute amendment, that:
(6) the applicant be likely to conduct busi-
ness operations in a lawful manner during
the term of the license; and (6) that the
applicant have business premises for the
conduct of business.

Amendment No. 708 does not require all
dealers or manufacturers to be licensed. It
only requires a license for a dealer or manu-
facturer to ship, transport or receive fire-
arms in interstate commerce. Thus, it is pos-
sible that substantial firearms business
could be conducted by & person with no fed-

May 15, 1968

eral license, including over-the-counter sales
of handguns or other firearms to non-resi-
dents without complying with the affidavit
procedure. For example, a pawnbroker who
deals only in second-hand firearms might not
be required to obtain a llcense. Or a dealer
could operate in one state by purchasing
firearms, including handguns, directly from
the manufacturer, and conduct a massive
over-the-counter trade to neighboring state
residents, without having to comply with
the affidavit procedure.

Amendment No. T08 includes record keep-
ing requirements, but they are considerably
weaker than in Title IV. Each licensee is re-
quired to maintain records required by the
Secretary, but there is no provision for erim-
inal penalties for failure to do so. Title IV,
on the other hand, puts the licensee under
a strong obligation, with criminal sanc-
tions, to maintain a specific record of the
name, age, and place of residence of each
purchaser of a firearm. Willful faillure to
maintain required records, or entry of false
information thereon, also are violations of
Title IV. (This would have applied to the
Martin Luther King assassination weapon).

OMISSION OF RESTRICTIONS ON IMPORTS

One of the serlous omissions of the sub-
stitute amendment Is any control over im-
ported firearms other than minimal control
over the importation of destructive devices.
Title IV prohibits importation of arms which
the Secretary determines are not suitable for
research, sport or as museum pieces. There
can be no justification for continued whole-
sale dumping of war surplus merchandise on
the American clivilian market. The existing
controls of the Mutual Security Act of 1954
are inadequate. That Act, administered by
the State Department, relates to relations
with foreign nations, and is not designed
to protect citizens domestically. Under the
substitute amendment firms in Canada or
Mexico, licensed under the liberal provisions
of the Mutual Security Act, could ship into
the United States or sell to United States
residents most firearms, including handguns,
without even complying with the affidavit
procedure.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I take the
Senate floor for the purpose of discuss-
ing the deficiencies of Senator Hruska's
substitute, amendment No. 708.

I do not take this matter lightly, for I
believe that the Hruska substitute is so
inadequate, so unenforceable, and so
burdened with the philosophy of the gun
lobby that to enact it would be a travesty
comparable only to the passage of the
woefully inadequate Federal Firearms
Act in the 1930’s.

In those years it was the same voice
and the same lobby that reduced that
legislation to a condition of general and
pathetic inadequacy.

History cannot and should not repeat
itself on the gun issue.

The 90th Congress can and must enact
strong, enforceable gun control legisla-
tion.

The Hruska substitute does not meet
these standards.

The deficiencies of the Hruska substi-
tute are many.

These deficiencies were attested to by
every witness, other than those repre-
senting the gun interests. who appeared
before the Juvenile Delinquency Subcom-
mittee during hearings on the legislation.

I intend to discuss each of the major
shortcomings of the Hruska substitute at
length, but first there are three major
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concerns which the Senate must be made
aware of.

Pirst, the Hruska substitute would not
assist law enforcement.

True, the Senator from Nebraska tells
us that it would. But the only people who
agree with him are the National Rifle As-
sociation and that minority of sports-
men who have been duped by gun lobby
propaganda.

Let use see what the law enforcement
people have to say about the Hruska bill.

They say it would hinder, inconven-
jence, and strain the resources of our
law-enforcement agencies throughout
the land.

Ramsey Clark, Attorney General of the
United States, told the subcommittee that
the afidavit approach in Hruska’s bill
would “impose a burden and an unneces-
sary burden on the law-enforcement of-
ficer.” He testified that the affidavit ap-
proach “is not efficient,” and in his
judegment, “it would not prove effective.”

Sheldon Cohen, the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue, the man who would
enforce the new law, referred to the
Hruska affidavit approach as “cumber-
some, imposing burdens on both buyer
and seller.”

Quinn Tamm, the executive director
of the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, in commenting on the major
control provision in the Hruska bill said:

May I say that, having been in charge of
the largest fingerprint collection in the world
in the FBI, the affidavits bearing the names
and partial descriptions of individuals, as far
as identification is concerned, are absolutely
worthless. They have no value, They would
serve mo purpose . . .”

Second, the Hruska substitute is the
gun-lobby approach, and nothing more
than that.

In fact, their support of this substitute
is reminiscent of the 1930’s when the Na-
tional and Federal Firearms Acts were
being considered. At that time the Con-
gress was asked to pass meaningful and
reasonable confrols over long guns, but
it caved in under pressure from the gun-
runners.

There was a meaningful bill which had
been introduced by Senator Royal Cope-
land, and which, as is the situation to-
day, had the support of the American
Bar Association, the law-enforcement
agencies of the country, and just about
everyone concerned with the safety of
this country’s citizens.

But then, as now, the NRA had its bill
introduced, had tons of letters written
to an unsuspecting Congress, and got the
bill it wanted.

I maintain that if we do the same thing
now, then we must share the responsibil-
ity for the countless Americans who will
be gunned down in our homes and streets
and places of business, because we did
not act decisively to curb the availability
of guns to lawless elements.

I cannot believe that we, the 90th Con-
gress, will knuckle under to the gun in-
terests and their militant campaign of
deceit, distortion, and innuendo.

Third, every public opinion poll since
1959 has reflected the publie’s support
for stringent gun control legislation, in-
cluding the provisions of title IV.
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There has been no indication of pub-
lic sentiment on such a scale for the
Hruska substitute.

It is a fact that 65 percent of Amer-
ica's gunowners support gun registra-
tion, and my bill does not even go that
far. Their sentiments are for strong
Federal gun controls.

It is rather ironic that when I ques-
tioned the president of the National
Rifle Association, during the 1967 hear-
ings, as to whether the NRA had ever
polled its membership on this question,
he replied in the negative.

His reply was that they did not have
to poll their members for they knew how
they felt, based on letters received.

Yet when the hunters, farmers, and
sportsmen of the great Midwest—the
people the NRA says it represents—are
polled by independent sources, it turns
out that a majority of these responsible
Americans are in favor of my bill.

I now turn to the specific areas of the
Hruska substitute, which, as I have
pointed out, the vast majority of Federal,
State, and local law-enforcement officials
believe to be weak at best and unenforce-
able at worst.

1. THE INTERSTATE MAIL-ORDER AND OVER-THE-
COUNTER, NONRESIDENT SALE OF FIREARMS,
OTHER THAN RIFLES AND SHOTGUNS
The major differences in approach be-

tween title IV and the Hruska substitute

center on the mechanism for controlling
the interstate mail-order and nonresi-
dent sale of handguns.

This, undoubtedly, is the major area
covered by both title IV and the Hruska
substitute, and it is the most controver-
sial.

Title IV prohibits the interstate mail-
order sale of handguns as well as the
over-the-counter sale of handguns to in-
dividuals who are not residents of the
licensee’s State. In other words, it re-
quires that all such sales be made through
licensed dealers in the purchaser’'s State
of residence.

This, I believe, is a reasonable and
effective approach to this problem, and
it would more readily accomplish the
stated goal of curbing sales of deadly
weapons to felons, fugitives, criminals,
juveniles, and ecrime-bent individuals by
allowing the strict enforcement of each
State’s and locality’s own firearm laws.

However, the Hruska amendment No.
708, seeks to control such traffic utilizing
a sworn statement, but one which has not
been notarized and which furnishes in-
complete identifying information about
the purchaser to the licensed dealer.

The defect of this approach has been
underscored by every law-enforcement
officer, who appeared before the subcom-
mittee, from the Attorney General of the
United States to the law-enforcement
officials in the cities and States.

I believe that references to their tes-
timony are in order.

Consider the following excerpts from
the subcommittee’s 1967 hearings:

Quinn Tamm, the executive director
of the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, said:

I have listened with a great deal of inter-

est to the Governor of New Jersey testify
about the difficulty that law enforcement
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agencies would have in searching such
affidavits.

May I say that having been in charge of
the largest fingerprint collection in the world
in the FBI, the affidavits bearing the names
and partial descriptions of individuals, as
far as identification is concerned, are ab-
solutely worthless. They have no value. They
would serve mo purpose, and I question
whether a police department in a small com-
munity could do anything or any justice to
such a request for a name search. It is not
quite as simple as just having the chief walk
over to a file and look in a small index to
see if so-and-so has a criminal record. It goes
a great deal further than that, in identifying
the individual and where he is from.

It takes time and it takes money, and I am
not too sure that this is a police responsibil-
ity under our present concept of police. They
have a lot of other things to do right now.

William Cahalan, the man in charge of
law enforcement in Wayne County,
Mich., told the subcommittee just 5 days
before the Detroit riot:

I was conferring with Commissioner Girar-
din, who is commissioner of the Detroit Po-
lice Department, and he says that a name
does not suffice; they need fingerprints. The
name check doesn't do much for them . . . a
name check is insufficient.

Even some of the alleged supporters of
the Hruska substitute have been con-
strained to criticize the measure. The Na-
tional Wildlife Federation, for example,
gave eloquent testimony on the pitfalls
inherent in that legislation.

I should add that the Wildlife Federa-
tion represents some 2 million American
sportsmen.

Their executive director, Thomas Kim-
ball, told the subcommittee in July of
1967:

We would prefer, in connection with hand-
guns, to permit people to purchase handguns
through the mail, providing they file a state-
ment and have a walting period, and have
the police check out their statement, and so
on, before the gun is shipped. But there has
been some concern over the fact that if a
criminal who intends to use a concealable
weapon in the commission of a crime, that
he is not going to hesitate to violate other
laws and use a fictitious name to acquire a
gun if he is intent on committing something
even more serious than violating his sworn
statement.

There is some concern that perhaps the
police with the volume of such business,
might not get around to this in the time that
is allotted. This has happened in connection
with some other laws that have been en-
acted in New Jersey, which says the police
will act on application for a firearm within a
certain designated time, but they are not
able to do it. S0 how are the police going to
be penalized? Is somebody going to put the
police in jail for not complying with the law
in this respect?

Well, it has just broken down to the point
where there is some concern that maybe the
best way, then, if we are going to control the
misuse of concealed weapons, is to have per-
sons appear before a licensed dealer in their
own State and buy it.

The sworn statement is unworkable. It
is unenforceable. Furthermore, I cannot
understand the reasoning of those who
would allow concealable weapons to be
sold by mail order, or allow a nonresident
1o go to a weak-gun-law State and buy a
gun over the counter, and then return to
his own State and commit a crime with
it. I say that must be stopped. I believe
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my colleagues will agree, if they stop
and think about this matter. It is just
sensible.

I believe my position is completely rea-
sonable. I think that is why every poll
shows that 70 percent or more of the
people of this country want a strong
gun control law passed. Mr. President,
that percentage must include many
sportsmen. And they certainly want a
strong gun control law with respect to
concealable weapons.

Senator HrRuskA’s amendment seeks to
control this traffic by a sworn statement.
I observe that it is sometimes called an
affidavit and sometimes called a sworn
statement. Mr. President, they are not
the same thing. An affidavit has to be
notarized by a public official. Anybody
can write a sworn statement, just by
saying, “I swear this and this and this is
s0,” and by signing it. I have no doubt
that the criminal element in this coun-
try would do that, if that were the only
way they could get guns.

So I say it just will not work. Every
law-enforcement officer, I believe with-
out exception, who appeared before our
committee, said it would not work and
could not be enforced, and every one
of them opposed it, from the Attorney
General down, including Quinn Tamm,
whom I have quoted as saying that it is
absolutely worthless, has no value, and
serves no purpose.

Interestingly, even some of the alleged
supporters of the Senator’s substitute
have been constrained to criticize the
measure. The National Wildlife Federa-
tion, for example, gave some elogquent
testimony on this point to which I have
referred.

There are further deficiencies in the
nonnotarized sworn-statement approach.

The Federal licensee is under no
obligation to refuse an over-the-counter
sale, even if notified by local law-
enforcement authorities in the appli-
cant’s State or hometown, that the
applicant is ineligible to purchase fire-
arms in the State or municipality in
question. In mail-order situations a
licensee is prohibited from shipping to
a person ineligible to receive under
State or local law—Section 2(c)—but
there is no parallel provision with respect
to over-the-counter sales to nonresidents
whose State or local law would prohibit
receipt or possession of the firearms.

Furthermore, the sworn statement
provision applies only to handguns.
Therefore, a licensee could sell any
other firearms, such as machineguns,
mufflers, silencers, and so forth, over
the counter to any purchaser, regardless
of age, known criminal background, or
known ineligibility under State or local
law.

Finally, the sworn-statement proce-
dure and waiting period is only required
for sales to unlicensed persons. So far
as I know, the Hruska substitute, makes
no significant qualification for appli-
cants for dealer licenses. Any individual
over 21 years of age who is not a felon
and who has not violated the act would
be eligible to receive such a license upon
the payment of a $10 annual fee, whether
or not he intends to engage bona fide in
the business of selling firearms.
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Inasmuch as the Treasury Department
estimates that some 25,000 dealer licenses
are now held by persons not genuinely
engaged in the business, this failure to
strengthen the requirements for such a
license creates a major avenue for evad-
ing even the limited affidavit-waiting-pe-
riod procedure. This same situation has
rendered the present act useless.

2. SALES TO JUVENILES

Of all the weaknesses in the Hruska
substitute, none is more glaring than the
failure to prohibit the sales of firearms to
minors and juveniles.

All the substitute does is to establish
some weak and inadequate controls over
sales to juveniles. The only provisions
affecting such sales are the requirements
that nonresidents purchasing handguns
by mail order or over the counter, state
in their sworn statement—which, as I
have pointed out, will not be notarized—
that they are over 21 years of age; and
that common or contract carriers may
not deliver handguns to any person if
they have knowledge or if they have rea-
sonable cause to believe that such person
is under 21 years of age; or in the case
of other firearms if they have knowledge
or reasonable cause to believe that the
consignee is under 18 years of age.

Although there is a requirement that
any manufacturer or dealer—apparently
whether or not he is licensed—must
notify the carrier in writing of the con-
tents of a package containing any hand-
gun, no similar provision applies to con-
tents of a package containing “any
firearm.” Thus, the prohibition on de-
livery to persons under 18 is unlikely to
be effective.

Despite the affidavit requirement, the
language of the substitute does not pre-
vent a licensee from completing a sale
where the licensee knows or has reason
to believe that the applicant is under 21.

Title IV specifically prohibits the sale
by Federal licensees of firearms, other
than rifles and shotguns, to persons
under 21 years of age.

The reasons for the total prohibition
in title IV are substantial.

In 1966, minors under 21 accounted for
35 percent of the arrests for serious
crimes of violence, including murder,
robbery, and aggravated assault.

Twenty-one percent of our arrestees
for murder in 1966 were under 21; and
since 1960, juvenile arrests for murder
have increased 45 percent.

Fifty-two percent of our robberies in
1966, were committed by persons under
21; and in this category, since 1960,
arrests of juveniles have increased 55
percent.

In 1966, 28 percent of our assaults were
committed by minors; and since 1960,
arrests of juveniles in this category have
increased 115 percent.

Mr. President, law-enforcement ex-
perts virtually to a man agree that we
can curb these serious increases of vio-
lence by young people by restricting the
availability of guns to them.

On this point, all the evidence taken
by the Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin-
quency leads me to agree with the views
of our law-enforcement authorities.
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But it is clear that there are others in
this body who are not prepared to be
guided by the advice of our law-enforce-
ment experts, for the Hruska substitute
does not provide for the prohibitions on
sales to minors that title IV provides.

Finally, as a means of implementing
the prohibition on the sale of firearms,
except long guns, to minors, title IV re-
quires that purchasers of firearms
identify themselves and provide proof
of age. There is no similar provision in
the Hruska substitute,

3. LICENSING FROVISIONS

Another deficiency in the Hruska sub-
stitute is that it retains the present in-
adequate provisions of the Federal Fire-
arms Act with regard to the licensing of
dealers and manufacturers in interstate
commerce.

On the other hand, title IV requires
that all persons engaged in the business
of importing, manufacturing, or dealing
in firearms be licensed as Federal deal-
ers and it applies standards that would
insure that only bona fide businessmen
would become licensed. They are the only
people in our society who should be li-
censed—decent businessmen who have
some sense of responsibility about the
sale of firearms.

Senator HruUska's substitute does not
require that all dealers or manufactur-
ers be licensed. We are dealing with a
dreadfully deadly weapon. Our lack of
control over it is the scandal of the
world. No other country that pretends to
be advanced has a situation such as we
have. I think it was a week or two ago
that the British, for the third time in
very recent years, declared an amnesty,
saying to all citizens, “Turn in your guns,
and we will not prosecute you,” and they
got 13,000 or more people to turn them in.

Again I repeat, the Hruska substitute
does not require all dealers or manufac-
turers to be licensed. It only requires a
license for a dealer or manufacturer to
ship, transport, or receive firearms in
interstate commerce.

Thus, it is possible that substantial
firearms business could be conducted by
a person with no Federal license, includ-
ing over-the-counter sales of handguns
or other firearms, to nonresidents with-
out complying with the affidavit proce-
dure.

For example, a pawnbroker who deals
only in secondhand firearms might not
be required to obtain a license. Or a
dealer could operate in one State by pur-
chasing firearms, including handguns,
directly from the manufacturer, and
conduct a massive over-the-counter
trade to neighboring State residents,
without having to comply with the affi-
davit procedure provided for in the
Hruska substitute.

It is clear from the foregoing that
there is a mecessity to license everyone
in the firearms business, if we are to have
effective Federal controls.

We have lived for 30 years with the
inadequacies of the Federal Firearms
Act, and we now have the opportunity
to rectify the mistakes made in 1938,

I hope that Senators agree that the
provisions of title IV regarding licensing
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are preferable to those of the Hruska
substitute.

I should add further, the fact that the
Hruska substitute retains the language
in the Federal Firearms Act which pro-
vides an exception for National Rifle
Association members who order and re-
ceive firearms from the Secretary of De-
fense under the civilian marksmanship
program.

This conceivably could lead to a con-
victed felon becoming an NRA-exempted
recipient of a firearm shipped to him by
the Federal Government.

I point out that title IV does not con-
tain such an exemption for National Rifle
Association members.

These are only a few of the more crip-
pling shortcomings of the Hruska sub-
stitute.

Let me now consider certain major
points made in the minority views as
presented in the Judiciary Committee
report on this title, for the purpose of
underscoring the advantages of title IV.

THE MINORITY VIEWS
1. MINORITY INTERPRETATION OF THE ORIGINAL

INTENT OF THE NATIONAL AND FEDERAL FIRE-

ARMS ACTS

The minority views contend that the
National Firearms Act of 1934 is the
“machinegun’” act and that the Federal
Firearms Act of 1938 is the act that deals
with sporting weapons. This is, by the
way, the interpretation to which the gun
lobby adheres.

Based on this interpretation, the mi-
nority views represent that title IV “de-
parts from the logical division of subject
matter which has prevailed for a third
of a century”” when it joins in one meas-
ure destructive devices and firearms for
sporting purposes.

But the fact of the matter is that no
such “logical division of subject matter”
has ever existed.

The gun lobby has dreamed up a legis-
lative history of the National Firearms
Act and the Federal Firearms Act that
accords with their philosophy. But their
conception of the intent of both laws is
totally inaccurate.

The gun lobby sees the National Fire-
arms Act, basically, as that Federal law
which covers gangster weapons. And
they conceive of the Federal Firearms
Act as covering only sporting firearms.

Let me set the Recorp straight on this
issue.

First, by virtue of the very definitions
of the Federal Firearms Act, all firearms,
whether sporting or gangster, are cov-
ered. And, in fact, it is only under the
Federal Firearms Act that a felon could
be prosecuted for shipping, transporting,
or receiving such gangster weapons as
machineguns in interstate commerce.

The gun lobby fails to acknowledge
this in its interpretation of the Federal
Firegrms Act.

It is fact that the National Firearms
Act provides for the imposition of $200
transfer taxes on the transfer of the so-
called gangster weapons, but it does not
prohibit felons from acquiring them.
Only the Federal Firearms Act does this.

The Federal Firearms Act is, there-
fore, all inclusive and has always been
s0. Accordingly, it is proper, and sub-
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stantively and procedurely sound to in-
clude “destructive devices” in the Fed-
eral Firearms Act.

2. MATTER OF INTRASTATE SALES

The Hruska substitute does not in any
way restrict intrastate sales—that is,
sales within each State; and, in line
with their limited approach, the sworn
statement would only be applicable with
regard to mail-order and nonresident
sales of handguns.

On the other hand, title IV prohibits
licensees from selling handguns and cer-
tain other firearms to any person under
21 years of age. And it prohibits licensees
from making any sales that would be in
violation of State or local gun laws per-
taining to the purchase or possession of
firearms.

This would not impose an undue hard-
ship on the dealer. Any federally licensed
dealer certainly should be aware of the
laws of his own State and locality gov-
erning the sale or purchase of firearms.
In seeking to render State and local laws
more operable and effective, title IV
would strengthen, not weaken, the au-
thority of the States.

I must add one further observation
regarding title IV's restrictions on intra-
state sales.

Title IV specifically prohibits the sale
of firearms to felons.

The Hruska substitute dozs not. Nor
does it prohibit a Federal licensee from
selling over-the-counter to a known
criminal, including felons, fugitives, and
indictees for felonies, as does title IV.

This omission could be particularly
significant in the case of pawnbrokers
who frequently know or have reason to
know of the criminal background of some
of their clients, but who, under the sub-
stitute amendment, could sell to such a
person with impunity.

It makes no sense to me to allow
federally licensed dealers, or, for that
matter, unlicensed dealers, to sell fire-
arms to felons, and thus title IV specifi-
cally prohibits such sales.

Against the background of the recent
assassination of Dr. King, I fail to under-
stand how any one can rationalize or
justify an omission which makes possible
the sale of a gun to a felon.

3. INTERSTATE SHIPMENT TO OR BY CRIMINALS

A further deficiency of the Hruska
amendment which it is appropriate to
discuss at this point is its ambiguity with
respect to convicted and indicted per-
sons.

Under its predecessor bill, 8. 1853, the
only eriminals or indictees affected were
those who had been convicted or indicted
for a “crime of violence.” Crimes of vio-
lence were specifically defined to include
enumerated offenses such as robbery,
murder, and so forth. Only ‘“crimes of
violence had been included in the Fed-
eral Firearms Act prior to a 1961 amend-
ment. In 1961 this coverage was ex-
panded to include persons indicted or
convicted of an offense punishable by
imprisonment for more than 1 year.

The substitute amendment now de-
fines “indictment” and “fugitive from
justice” in terms of “crimes of violence.”
The definition of “crimes of violence,”
however, has been deleted.
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This creates an extremely puzzling
gtatut.ory problem. But that is only the
e

ginning.

The matter is further complicated be-
cause all operative sections are in terms
of crimes punishable by imprisonment
for more than 1 year with no reference
to ““erimes of violence.”

What are we to make of this?

To give these sections their most rea-
sonable construction, if indeed any rea-
sonable interpretation can be found in
all this confusing and contradictory lan-
guage, it would appear that “indict-
ments” in the operative sections are lim-
ited to “crimes of violence” so long as
the crime of violence is punishable by
imprisonment for more than 1 year.

But if this is so, narcotics offenders
and gamblers, presumably not indicted
for a “crime of violence,” would not be
covered; nor would persons indicted for
violation of Federal firearms laws.

4. THE MINORITY OBJECTION TO IMPORT
CONTROLS IN TITLE IV

The Hruska substitute fails to provide
controls over the importation of fire-
arms, except for minimal controls over
destructive devices, and the reasons for
this are contained in Senate Report 1097
at page 245.

The report language refers to New
England firearms manufacturers and
the efforts that they have made over the
years to restrict the importation of fire-
arms.

The report then goes on to state
specifically:

Domestic gun control legislation is no
place to attempt to impose protectionist
views on foreign trade policy.

I am a New England Senator, and my
State has 10 of the Nation’s largest gun
manufacturers. I must assume that the
minority views imply that I am attempt-
ing to protect the firearms industry in
Connecticut and the other New England
States by including import controls in
my bill,

I would first remind the Senators that
the firearms industry, including the
manufacturers in New England, have not
supported my bill.
bu?ut. they have supported the Hruska

Their representatives have publicly
endorsed the Hruska bill, which does not
provide for import controls on the type
of firearms they produce.

It is apparent to me that the New Eng-
land firearms manufacturers do not
share the Senator from Nebraska’s con-
cept of “protectionist views on foreign
trade policy.” If they did, they certainly
wou.;ld not have given his bill their sup-
port.

They would have supported mine.

Second, I would remind my colleagues
that the United States no longer sells
domestic—that is, American-made—mil-
itary surplus to the public. This has been
s0 since April of 1965.

Clearly, then, with regard to military
surplus handguns, title IV simply serves
to make applicable to foreign military-
surplus handguns the domestic prohibi-
tions which have been the law of the
land for 3 years.
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Furthermore, the minority views con-
tain references to domestically manu-
factured handguns, which sell at prices
competitive with the imported “Satur-
day night specials.”

I would first ask the Senator from
Nebraska what American-made hand-
guns sell at retail for $12 to $14, for I
have been unable to locate any such
weapons. The fact of the matter is that
it is the foreign, imported, inexpensive,
small-caliber revolver that has been
abused on a very substantial scale
throughout the United States.

Law-enforcement officials from South
Carolina to California have told the sub-
committee that the importation of these
weapons should be stopped, and the files
of law-enforcement agencies indicate
that as high as 80 percent of the con-
fiscated crime guns are foreign imports.

The subcommittee’s recent study con-
cerning the profile of a gun murderer in
this country shows that in over half c_:f
the cases where murder guns are posi-
tively identified, it is the small-caliber,
foreign import that is used by the de-
fendant. This is so for the simple reason
that, in the case of the low-grade, ama-
teur criminals, who account for most of
our crime and so much of our murder, the
bargain basement price on imported
handguns is an inducement of major im-
portance.

Finally, I wish to remind Senators that
under title IV the importation of sport-
ing handguns would not be affected, nor
would the importation of sporting rifles
and shotguns be affected.

The entire intent of the importation
section is to get at those kinds of weapons
that are used by criminals and that have
no sporting purpose.

5. THE MINORITY VIEWS SCORE THE TRANSFER
OF THE FEDERAL FIREARMS ACT TO TITLE 18
The minority views make a big issue of

the fact that, under title IV, the Federal
Firearms Act would be transferred from
title 15 of the United States Code to title
18 of the code—that is, to that portion
of the code which contains all of our
eriminal laws. To me it makes sense that
a Federal law designed to curb the flow
of firearms to ecriminals, juveniles, and
other irresponsible elements, and which
establishes criminal penalties for its
violation belongs in the eriminal section
of the United States Code rather than
under title 15, which has to do with com-
merce and trade.

Nevertheless, the minority report states
flatly:

The statutory transposition has met with
very stiff opposition.

The question that I ask is: What is the
source of this stiff opposition?

Does the opposition come from the
Federal officials who will administer and
enforce the provisions of title IV, or from
any other responsible Federal, State or
local official?

The answer of course is “No.”

The “stiff opposition” comes again
from the “gun lobby.”

This is another attempt to befuddle the
issue and stall a good firearms law for
another 30 years.

Instead of talking about “statutory
transposition” as though this were some
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kind of unspeakable evil, it would make
more sense if the spokesman for the op-
position viewpoint explained to us just
why it is wrong to place the Federal Fire-
arms Act under that title of the criminal
code which deals with eriminal violations.
I say this is sound from a legislative
standpoint and sound from an adminis-
trative standpoint, and I challenge the
opposition to prove otherwise.
6. MINORITY VIEWS ON THE ISSUE OF
CONTROLLING DESTRUCTIVE DEVICES

I have briefly referred to the control
of destructive devices under the previous
heading “Intent of the National and Fed-
eral Firearms Acts.”

However, I believe that, because this
is a controversial issue, it deserves fur-
ther discussion.

The senior Senator from Nebraska, in
citing the legislative history of the gun
control bills, going back to my introduc-
tion of 8. 1591 and S. 1592, in 1965, says
that—

For some unexplained reason, S. 15901 was
not reintroduced in the 90th Congress. In-
stead, Senator Dodd introduced, on behalf of
the Administration, a highly controversial
and strongly objectionable feature of 8. 1,
Amendment No. 90 (which is incorporated
into Title IV) which would control destruc-
tive devices by requiring prior approval by
local police, in the form of a sworn state-
ment, before a person could purchase one of
these weapons.

I fail to understand the Senator's
statement on this point, especially in view
of the fact that he neglected to say that
the very same destructive provision
to which he alludes in S. 1, amendment
No. 90 was also contained in S. 1592, the
bill that I introduced in March of 1965.

Obviously then, it was not “for some
unexplained reason” that I failed to re-
introduce S. 1591. Destructive devices
were appropriately covered in S. 1592
and in its successor, S. 1, amendment
No. 90,

Another matter which is appropriate
to this discussion was discussed at
length during the subcommittee’s 1967
hearings, when Warren Page, president
of the National Shooting Sports Founda-
tion was testifying.

When he indicated his support of the
Hruska approach toward destructive
devices, I pointed out that the .20-milli-
meter antitank rifle, like the one used to
blow up a Brink's installation in Syra-
cuse, would not be covered under the
definition of a destructive device in
Senator Hruska's bill.

I maintained then that such a weapon
would not be covered, because of two
factors both of which are still applicable
under amendment 708: First, the no-
menclature of the weapon, which would
classify it as a rifle; and, second, that
there is a blanket exception for all rifles
and shotguns in the destructive device
definition of the Hruska substitute.

This means that we would be faced
with the appalling situation where a .20-
millimeter antitank gun could be sold
in the same manner as any .22-caliber
“plinking rifle.”

Certainly this should not be the in-
tent of Congress.

I should add that during the afore-
mentioned discussion, which can be
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found at pages 804-805 of the hearing
record, Senator HRUSKA apparently
agreed with my view and indicated that
the problem ecould undoubtedly be re-
solved by adding the word “sporting” to
the exclusion for rifles and shotguns,

I now find that the Hruska substitute,
part B, does not contain the qualifying
word “sporting,” and the situation that
I have just discussed, therefore, still
prevails.

This is another of the glaring ex-
amples of the deficiencies in the Hruska
substitute.

I hope that my analysis has given the
Senate an insight into the many weak-
nesses of the Hruska amendment. As a
measure designed to control the sale of
guns, it is for all practical purposes
worthless.

The record proves it is misunderstood
by many of its supporters who are being
blindly led by the “protectionist” gun
lobby.

The polls show what the people want.
They want title IV, with controls over
the sale of long guns thrown in.

I ask the Senate to give the Nation
the gun law it wants and needs.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHURCH in the chair). Does the Senator
yield?

Mr. DODD. I yield for a question.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have
not been in the Chamber. Will the Sena-
tor tell me the present status of the bill,
the original of which I was a cosponsor
with the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. DODD. I believe the Senator from
Ohio was a cosponsor of S. 14 in the 89th
Congress.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am talking about the
Senator’s bill.

Mr. DODD. Does the Senator mean the
parliamentary situation?

Mr. LAUSCHE. No. I am asking about
the bill the Senator is urging should be
adopted.

Mr, DODD. Principally, I want to stop
the mail-order sale and transfer of con-
cealable weapons.

I do not think they should be per-
mitted. I think if a person wants fo buy
a concealable weapon, he should buy it
in his home State and he should not be
able to put $20 in an envelope and send
it to a mail-order house in California
and get a gun. However, that is being
done every day.

That is the principal thrust. FPurther,
I want to prevent the importation of
dangerous, concealable weapons, par-
ticularly military surplus.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would there be any
conditions attached to the ability of a
person in his local community to buy a
gun?

Mr. DODD. Yes. He would have to be
21 years of age. For example, to buy a
handgun, he would have to properly
identify himself, and he would have to
give his name, address, and age. There
are standards imposed on the dealer re-
quiring him to make certain that he is
not selling to someone to whom he should
not sell.

To answer the Senator’s question more
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specifically, my bill would prohibit the
interstate mail-order sale of handguns.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Absolutely ?

Mr. DODD. No, the sale would have to
be consummated between federally li-
censed dealers.

It would prohibit over-the-counter
sales of handguns to nonresidents of a
State.

What has happened in States which
have good gun laws is that the criminal
who purchases a gun to commit a crime
goes outside the State and into a State
with weak gun laws, and then comes
back with a gun to kill or assault some-
one. I do not know of any other way to
stop that except by saying that one can-
not buy a handgun or a concealable wea-
pon except where he lives. I think that
makes sense.

It also prohibits a Federal dealer from
selling a handgun to anyone under 21
vears of age.

It also prohibits licensed dealers from
selling a gun to anyone who is prohibited
by State or local law from receiving or
possessing a firearm.

It provides a higher standard for ob-
taining Federal firearms licenses. I think
it should. We have all these fly-by-night
people who sell guns out of the trunks
of cars or trucks. I say this is one com-
modity which should be sold by respon-
sible citizens. I think the overwhelming
majority of the people of this country
want to get rid of this fringe operation.
That is why we included a higher license
fee for pawnbrokers. I certainly do not
suggest that pawnbrokers are crooks. I
know that they are not. Some of them
have been found to be loose in their
practices. Thus, I believe that they
should pay a higher license fee.

Then title IV regulates the importa-
tion of firearms by excluding surplus
military handguns; and rifles and shot-
guns that are not truly suitable for
sporting purposes.

The Senator from Ohio was not here,
but I pointed out that every country in
the world that pretends to be advanced
prohibits that within its own country.
We prohibit the sale of our own military
surplus to our own citizens. We have
done so since 1965. But surplus military
weapons are dumped here every year in
disassembled form and then reassembled
and sold to “nuts,” children, and crimi-
nals. It should be stopped.

I do not care how much legitimate
sporting equipment is imported but I
want to see an end to the import of sur-
plus military handguns.

Next, the title stringently controls the
selling of destructive devices such as
antitank guns, bombs, hand grenades,
mortars, and such. In order to be fair, I
want to repeat: The Senator from Ne-
braska does not want that stuff here
either, but he thinks it should be cov-
ered in the National Firearms Act which
provides only for a tax on the transfer
of those weapons of war. I believe that
it should be under the Federal Firearms
Act where real punishment is attached
to the transaction.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield at that
point?

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator let me
finish my points first?
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Mr. HRUSKA. Surely.

Mr. DODD. I want to list all the points,
if I may.

It also prohibits the transportation or
receipt in interstate commerce of a fire-
arm knowing a felony is to be committed
with it. Here again the Senator from
Nebraska and I have no difficulty about
that. That is essentially what it is.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Did not the original
bill contain some prohibition against
selling guns to felons or to persons men-
tally deficient?

Mr. DODD. Yes. It does now, actually.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What about the men-
tally sick?

Mr. DODD. It would include them in
this way, that the dealer would be bound
by the law of his locality, or the munic-
ipal ordinance of his city or State. I do
not think there is a State in the country
which would allow an insane or men-
tally incompetent person to be able to
purchase a gun.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DODD. I am happy to have been
able to yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield?

Mr. DODD. I am happy to yield to the
Senator, on his time.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to take this time out of that
which is allotted to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska may proceed.

Mr. HRUSKA. Is it not true that the
National Frearms Act now requires reg-
istration and a transfer tax?

Mr. DODD. Yes. It requires both. But
it has no really punitive teeth in any
part of it. There was a recent Supreme
Court decision, the Haynes case, having
to do with the self-incrimination fea-
tures of the act, which, in effect, negated
the registration requirement.

Mr. HRUSKA. That may be because
the Federal authorities do not investi-
gate, prosecute, or try to enforce the law.
We know, for example, that under sec-
tion 902(c) of the Federal Firearms Act
which has been on the books for 30 years,
there was never a case filed up until this
calendar year, although undoubtedly
there have been many thousands of cases
where that section 902(c), has been vio-
lated. Yet there has not been a single
conviction.

Mr. DODD. Yes, I know.

Mr. HRUSKA. The fact is that the
National Firearms Act imposes great
penalties upon persons who violate sec-
tion 5861 who fail to comply with the
provisions of that chapter. The penalty
is a fine of not more than $2,000 or im-
prisonment for 5 years, or both.

Mr. DODD. Let me conclude my re-
marks on 902(c). The real point is this.
Section 902(e) of the Federal act has
been for all practical purposes unen-
forceable. We have been allowing any-
one—practically anyone—in this country
to get a license as a Federal dealer for $1.
They have been purchased in consider-
able numbers. As a consequence, revenue
from licenses is not nearly so adequate to
provide the number of people who should
be enforcing the law. More important, a
licensed dealer does not have to comply
with the section to which the Senator
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referred—902(c) . That is one reason they
cannot enforce it. Sheldon Cohen, the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, said
that it is just too much of a loophole and
that they cannot do much about it.

Mr. HRUSKA. It is not weak under
amendment No. 708, is it?

Mr. DODD. I think it is. I do not think
amendment No. 708 does anything, sub-
stantially to improve this defect.

Mr. HRUSKA. Amendment No. 708 re-
quires Federal registration of destruc-
tive devices. It requires a transfer tax of
$200. It requires that an order sent in for
any of the devices covered by the act must
be filed with the police.

Mr. DODD. Are we still talking about
902(c) ?

Mr. HRUSKA. No; I am talking about
part B of amendment 708 which would
place destructive devices under the strict
controls of the National Firearms Act.
The distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut was talking about the entire act.
He said it was too weak and could not be
enforced.

Mr. DODD. That's right. The part we
were discussing was 902(e¢). I am refer-
ring to page 10 of the pamphlet the Sen-
ator has, which contains the National
Firearms Act and the Federal Firearms
Act.

I do not know whether I explained it
well enough. The point is that under 902
(¢), as I said, the licensee can avoid
compliance with important provisions of
the Federal Firearms Act, for all practi-
cal purposes, by paying a $1 license fee.
That is a great weakness.

We get into all these details about it. I
have said over and over again that it is
the big things that are at stake. Are we
going to allow this traffic in weapons, or
are we going to try to curb it and have
a more responsible attitude toward it?
Are we going to allow foreign countries
to ship in their excess military junk, or
not, when we do not permit it to be sold
in our own country by our own Govern-
ment?

There are the outstanding dquestions.
Are we going to stop these destructive
devices?

We can pick at these details for a
long time. I know the Senator from
Nebraska is not a “gun nut.” I have never
suggested he was. I think he wants a
good law, too; but I truly do not believe
his substitute will ever be much better
than what we have now.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I think the Senator is
entitled to his own opinion about it.
However, if the substitute, calling for
presale affidavit procedure for mail or-
der sales of handguns under the Federal
Firearms Act will be the nullity the Sen-
ator from Connecticut contends, it means
that the police or law-enforcement of-
ficers do not take the problem of gun pos-
session and gun use as seriously as they
have testified. In my opinion, they do
take it. All they pleaded for throughout
the hearings was, “Give us a chance to
control the guns that eome across State
borders. Let us know about them.” Un-
der my proposal, that information is be-
ing given to them. They are being given
a chance to enforce their laws. If they
do not enforce those laws, and if they do
not take advantage of that procedure,
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then certainly they will not even take the
trouble to enforce the laws that are on
their books now.

Mr. DODD. May I respond?

Mr. HRUSKA. Surely, on the Senator’s
own time.

Mr. DODD. Very well. I will take a
couple of minutes.

I think everyone who testified said that
they wanted the stringent and prohibi-
tive mail order and concealable weapons
provision. The Senator remembers what
the witnesses said. They said, “What
good does it do to have a reasonably good
gun law when some child or some crimi-
nal or some insane person can put a few
dollars in an envelope, mail it to Cali-
fornia, and get a pistol which we do not
know about, unless we discover it was
used during the course of a murder or
assault?"” They said it over and over
again, They said it to a man.

Thnat is one of the things I am trying
t2 do. One of the principal things I am
trying to do is give them some help.

Under the Senator's suggestion, just a
sworn statement will be sufficient. All of
the witnesses said that cannot work. I
consider a sworn statement to be a differ-
ent thing from an affidavit, which is no-
tarized before a public official authorized
to notarize such documents. I do not ad-
vocate an affidavit, but it would be
stronger than a sworn statement.

Mr. HRUSKA. Yet the Senator resorts
to it in the case of destructive weapons
in the application of the National Fire-
arms Act. It is curious that the affidavit
will be used in the Senator’s provision for
danzerous weapons, destructive devices,
machineguns, sawedcff shotguns, but it
is not sufficient for the ordinary pistol.

Mr. DODD. I will tell the Senator why.
There are only about 5,000 destructive
devices in the country and, according to
the Senator’s own figures, there are 200
million of the other types of weapons.
The sale of 3,000,000 firearms a year
seems to me to constifute a greater and
more dangerous problem than the de-
structive devices. I do not know of any-
body who wants destructive devices sold
indiser'minately. I know the Senator
does not. I do not. The only difference is
in how to accomplish the purpose of con-
trolling this traffic.

Mr. HRUSKA. There are laws on the
books. There is the Mutual Security Act
of 1959, section 414, that has been en-
forced for a long time.

I would not want the ReEcorp to indi-
cate that there is not ample revision of
the National Firearms Act in amendment
708, because there is.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at this point there be inserted
the language in the report on this bill
beginning on page 249, under the head-
inz, “Part B—National Firearms Act
Amendments,” which extends over to
page 250.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PART B—NATIONAL FIREARMS ACT AMENDMENTS

1. The Act is amended to include “destruc-
tive devices” within the scope of those weap-
ons which must be registered and upon which
a £200.00 transfer tax ls imposed.

2. “Destructive devices” are defined to In-
clude bombs, grenades, rockets and weapons
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having a bore of more than 0.78 inches in
diameter.

a. Specifically excluded are rifles, shotguns,
signaling and line-throwing devices, black
powder firearms, firearms provided by the
National Board for the promotion of Rifle
Practice, and other weapons not likely to be
used as destructive devices.

3. The definition of “machinegun” is
amended to include frames, receivers, and
sets of parts which will convert a weapon
into a machinegun, as well as weapons which
can be readily restored to shoot as machine-

ns.

31.1.4‘ The definitions of rifle and shotgun are
amended to include any such weapons that
can be restored to firing condition.

5. Firearms without serial numbers may
be required to be identified as prescribed by
the Secretary.

6. The second sentence of the registration
provision (§5841) is stricken and new lan-
guage added to overcome that section’s un-
constitutionality as recently proscribed by
the Supreme Court.

7. Persons under 21 may not possess “Na-
tional Act” weapons.

8. A copy of the transfer application for
a “National Act” weapon must be sent to
the purchaser’s local chief of police.

9. The penalty provision is increased from
a maximum of $2,000 and 5 years to $10,000
and 10 years.

Statistics on firearms used in crimes

Federal Bureau of Investigation statistics
delineate the handgun as the firearms prob-
lem.

The 1965 FBI Uniform Crime Reports state
that 59 percent of the willful killings during
that year were committed with firearms,
Thus, out of a total of 10,920 such killings,
firearms were used in 6,476 cases. Writing to
Senator Roman L. Hruska on July 27, 1966,
FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover supplemented
the Reports. Indicating that handguns were
used in 70 percent of the murders committed
with firearms, the Director stated:

Based on the submission of police reports
under the uniform crime reporting program,
70 percent of the murder by gun in this
country is committed with a handgun, 20
percent by the use of a shotgun, and 10
percent with a rifie or other firearm. This
will supplement the data available to you
in Uniform Crime Reports—1965.

In regard to aggravated assaults, approxi-
mately 19 percent of the total (231,800)
were committed with firearms. However, Mr.
Hoover advised that,

There is no available breakdown of the
type of firearms used in these attacks.

In 1966, there were 153420 robberies. Of
this figure, 39 percent, or about 59,680, were
armed robberies committed with firearms.
In regard to this category, Mr. Hoover stated
in the above-mentioned letter:

Although we do not make a regular col-
lection of the type of weapon used in armed
robbery, from special surveys in the past
we have determined about two-thirds are
firearms and most of these the handgun.

From these statistics, as well as the treat-
ment accorded handguns by State and city
statutes and ordinances, it is quite clear
that the principal offender in the unlawful
use of firearms is the handgun.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation Uni-
form Crime Reports show that the number
of serious crimes reported in the United
States for 1966 came to a total of approxi-
mately 83,243,370,

In crimes of violence, statistics showing
use of firearms in theilr commission are
avallable in only three classes; willful kill-
ings, aggravated assaults, and robbery. The
total of crimes of these 3 classes in 1966
was 396,140,

It becomes very pertinent to inquire how
many of those 396,140 crimes of violence
were committeed with firearms. The answer
for the uninitiated is rather spectacular—
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only one in every four. Firearms were used
in about 109,000 of this number. This means
about a 27-percent use of firearms in these
crimes of violence.

Mr. DODD. I am losing all my time.
The Senator's statements are very pro-
vocative.

Under title IV, as I introduced it, a
person who wants to purchase destruc-
tive devices will have to go before a law-
enforcement official and justify his rea-
sons for wanting them. He would have
to say such a device was for some legiti-
mate reason.

I think that is a better measure than
what is suggested here. He will have to
make a sworn statement. He will have
to have a hearing. There are precautions
to see that those devices are not pur-
chased indiscriminately.

I do not want to prolong this discus-
sion. I intend to speak at a later time,
because I have not had an opportunity
to read what I am sure is the very elo-
quent presentation of the Senator from
Nebraska. I listened as best I could, but
knowing him and his talents, I would
want to read his presentation word for
word before I started to answer it.

So I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield me 15
minutes?

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not
know how much time I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has exactly 1 hour left.

Mr. DODD. Can the Senator make it
10 minutes?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I will ask unanimous consent
to call up my own amendment and use
up time on that.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I may say
that the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] has made a most valu-
able contribution to this title. It has been
monumental. He is very knowledgeable
on this question. My only interest is that
we both want to reserve some time. We
do not know what is coming. That is
my reason for hesitating.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusefts. How
much time will the Senator yield me?

Mr. DODD. Is 10 minutes satisfactory?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut yields 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, this is really a historic day
for those of us who believe in the op-
portunity for Members of this great body
to express their will on a matter
which is of great importance and
significance to all Americans. I thank
each and every one of us realizes
that long and arduous hearings were
had on this question by a responsible
committee of this body, the Juve-
nile Delinquency Subcommittee. Volum-
inous hearings were held, Many different
witnesses expressed a variety of different
shades of opinion about the legislation.
Very useful and knowledgeable contri-
butions were made by many Members
of this body from different parts of our
country. The record is full, and it has
been available to the Members of this
body for many months, both last year,
when the Hruska bill itself was reported
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out of the Judiciary Committee, and
since. They also have had a chance to
consider the report and the minority
views.

Once again today we have the full
benefit of the documented record by the
Juvenile Delinguency Subcommittee.

I think that any kind of opening com-
ments that any Member of this body
would make would have to recognize the
very significant contribution trat has
been made by the Senator from Con-
necticut in this matter. He has given
many hours of his time and much at-
tention to the development and the
working of not only the subcommittee
of which he is chairman, but also the full
committee, and he has held long and
extensive hearings on this matter, as well
as giving close attention to the work that
has been done by the staff.

Mr. President, I think that many
members of the committee as well as
Senators generally have for far too long
been frustrated in not having an op-
portunity to express their views about
this matter. It seems that now at last
the full Senate will have an opportunity
to express itself on the matter before us
on a series of proposals which will be
made, which will, I believe, strengthen
significantly title IV; ultimately a
chance to express itself on the matter
now directly before us, the Hruska
amendment to the Dirksen amendment;
and then, as I understand, possibly the
opportunity of also considering registra-
tion legislation.

But I think all of us who have had a
profound and considerable interest in
this legislation are extremely pleased
with the fact that at last the Senate will,
after full consideration and full oppor-
tunity for debate, and with reasonable
prospects of a determinative vote, have a
chance to express itself on this matter.

We have waited too long, Mr. Presi-
dent—far foo long. It has only been a
result of extremely unfortunate events
that at last the Senate is finally measur-
ing up to its responsibility, and giving
to all Senators a chance to express them-
selves on this important issue.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KEENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. DODD. I think the Senator ought
to take the additional 5 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
thank the Senator.

Turning, then, from those brief open-
ing comments, Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska has
offered an amendment in the nature of a
substitute for title IV. He is an able and
persuasive spokesman. But not even his
ability and eloquence can convince me
that this approach is effective, or even
workable. I will not comment at this time
on some other aspects of his amendment,
including the fact that it effectively re-
duces the coverage of existing firearms
control in many important areas. I would
like to address my comments primarily
to the basic new addition that this pro-
posed substitute amendment would make
in the field of firearms control—the re-
quired use of an affidavit to accompany
all mail-order purchases and over-the-
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counter purchases of handguns by non-
residents.

This amendment in the nature of a
substitute is offered because the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska and
others find the form of legislation con-
tained in title IV as it was reported out
by the Senate Judiciary Committee of-
fensive. Their primary argument on this
is that title IV as reported would be in-
convenient to a number of persons who
would like to be able to buy weapons
simply by ordering from out-of-State
dealers and manufacturers, or who are
inconvenienced by restrictions con-
tained in the law of their residence and
would like to be able to cross State
boundaries to a State which has less
inconvenient firearms control. If in-
convenience is the problem with title IV
as reported, then I am bewildered at the
proposed substitute. Under the substi-
tute, everybody is inconvenienced. The
purchaser must get information neces-
sary for the affidavit, prepare it, and
wait for over a week while his order is
processed. The dealer or manufacturer
is greatly inconvenienced by the required
paperwork and delay, and the greatest
inconvenience of all land squarely on the
shoulders of those least deserving of hav-
ing an additional burden placed upon
them—State and local law-enforcement
officials.

As I understand the Senator’s amend-
ment, a person desiring to purchase a
handgun by mail order or over the coun-
ter in a State where he does not reside
would be required to submit to the man-
ufacturer or dealer a sworn statement
stating that he was over 21 years of age,
not prohibited by Federal or State or
local law from purchasing the handgun,
and stating the title, name, and address
of the principal law-enforcement officer
of the locality where he resided. In addi-
tion, the sworn statement would include
an attachment of a true copy of any per-
mit required pursuant to State or local
law. The manufacturer or dealer would
then be required to forward by registered
or certified mail the sworn statement to
the appropriate local law-enforcement
official, together with a description of the
handgun to be shipped. The local law-
enforcement official would then have a
limited period of time—7 days from the
time the dealer gets the mail receipt no-
tice—in which to investigate the appli-
cation.

That sounds simple. But is it? The
number of such applications that would
have to be investigated is difficult to esti-
mate. But it is known that in a single
city—Detroit—in a 2-year period, more
than 6,000 handguns were purchased by
Detroit citizens in Toledo alone.

And it is no simple matter to make
this check. First, it would be necessary to
check the authenticity of such an appli-
cation, to determine whether it had in
fact been submitted by the person ap-
pearing as the signatory. How is this
check to be made? Is the local law-en-
forcement official going to have to go to
the address shown in the affidavit? I
keep using the word “affidavit.” Actually,
it does not clearly appear that the appli-
cant would even have to sign the state-
ment before a notary public or other wit-
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ness, so that there is no assurance the
signature is valid, or that the name is
not an alias.

But assuming the official determines
that the affidavit or statement was in
fact submitted by the person whose name
appeared on it, what additional checks
will be required? Obviously, there will be
a need to check to see if the individual
has a criminal record. But many States
and localities do not have a comprehen-
sive file of all crimes committed by all
persons who may be residing in their
jurisdiction. It may be necessary to check
a number of places, including national
crime data. And many jurisdictions do
not have a recordkeeping system that
would permit a simple check. It would be
necessary to comb through files, court
dockets, and other materials. The local
law-enforcement official would appar-
ently be responsible for determining
whether the recipient would be in viola-
tion of Federal law as well—and this
would require a determination not only
of prior convictions, but whether the
purchaser is under indictment at the
time, or a fugitive from justice.

Then again, there are many jurisdic-
tions in the country which at present
have no gun confrol legislation. In these
jurisdictions the police would be put in
an anomalous position. Are they to un-
dertake an investigation to determine
the legality of the interstate purchase
under Federal law? It is a strange allo-
cation of burden that by Federal statute
we would relieve purchasers of the slight
inconvenience of having to purchase
locally, and impose by that Federal law
a heavy burden of investigation on local
officials who would otherwise have no
obligation in this area. The imposition of
a burden like this on local authorities
should be a matter for local, not Federal,
decision.

And what if local law-enforcement offi-
cials failed to make Federal investiga-
tions on each of these applications? I
think it should be acknowledged by the
proponents of this legislation that one
unstated premise is that few such inves-
tigations will be made. But out of thou-
sands of applications, surely our experi-
ence is clear that many of these guns
will be purchased and received by per-
sons in violation of local, State, and Fed-
eral law. And among those persons will
be several who will commit heinous of-
fenses with those firearms. The news-
papers and others who may be anxious
to criticize the police, will land on them
with both feet. Headlines will announce
“Police Failure To Investigate Leads To
Violence.”

In contrast to this burdensome proce-
dure, title IV as reported out by the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee encourages self-
enforcement to a large extent, and con-
centrates responsibility with those who
are most interested and should have that
responsibility in this field—federally li-
censed firearms dealers and manufac-
turers. Local law enforcement in juris-
dictions which have loeal gun control
legislation can concentrate their efforts

* on known outlets for these weapons, and

close out dealers who fail to comply with
local law.
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And in other States, which may not
yet have this legislation, local law en-
forcement would not be saddled with en-
forcing Federal law. Federal restrictions
would be enforced directly by Federal
licensees, supervised by the Treasury De-
partment.

The International Association of
Chiefs of Police is vigorously opposed to
placing this heavy inspection burden on
local law enforcement other than by
local option. So is the National Associa-
tion of Sheriffs.

We are dealing with an omnibus crime
control bill, which, if it has any com-
mon theme, that theme is “Let Us Make
Law Enforcement More Effective.” Title
I will provide for the first time significant
Federal assistance to local law enforce-
ment to help make up the ever-widening
gap between resources and need. Al-
though I disagree with them, the pro-
ponents of title IT argue that its provi-
sions will make law enforcement more
efficient.

This, too, is the intent of title III. But
then we come to title IV and suddenly
we are asked to reverse this pattern of
trying to assist local law enforcement,
and instead impose upon it an inefficient,
burdensome volume of investigation.

In addition to imposing this heavy and
unnecessary burden on local law enforce-
ment, the real problem with this affidavit
procedure is that it is likely to be totally
ineffective. Many pnlice departments
across the country simply do not have
the resources or personnel to do a
thorough job, least of all on such short
order as required by this proposal. This
procedure seems really designed more to
convict a person after he has used a
weapon than it is to keep weapons out of
the hands of known dangerous persons.
But I believe in the maxim that “an
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure.” Prosecution of an individual for
violating a Federal gun statute is too late
to help his vietim, and too late to help
the victim’s family.

The worst thing we could do in enact-
ing gun control legislation is to enact a
bill which uses the name of gun control,
but is gun control in form only. As Quinn
Tamm, executive director of the Inter-
national Association of Chiefs of Police,
has stated:

Let me emphasize that it is essential that
Congress provide workable control over the
interstate shipment and sale of firearms.
We must avoid “paper” controls which offer
form as an alternative to substance.

If we fail to enact at least title IV as
reported by the Judiciary Committee and
instead enact a procedure which will r:ot
work, and which will unnecessarily Lur-
den local officials, we will have deceived
the American public. We certainly will
not have deceived those irresponsible
persons who desire the “convenience” of
obtaining weapons out of State in viola-
tion of their local law. We must recognize
that if we today enact superficial legisla-
tion, we will indefinitely block the way
to passage of effective legislation. The
affidavit procedure is superficial legisla-
tion. Title IV, especially if it is extended
to cover long guns, is meaningful legisla-
tion. Let us enact meaningful gun con-
trol. Now.
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Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from Nebraska some questions
on his proposed legislation if he is pre-
pared to respond at this time.

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. President, I would
be happy to respond to the best of my
ability.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to cover the time taken by my
replies.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield 4
minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has yielded himself
5 minutes, and the Senator from Con-
necticut has yielded 4 minutes to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

The Senator from Massachusetts may
proceed.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, the Senator from Nebraska
recognizes, as I understand it, the im-
portance of providing coverage for ju-
veniles in his firearms control legislation.

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes; indeed.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
I understand it, the Senator from Ne-
braska provides for this in a number of
ways and recognizes that under his
measure, a common or contract carrier
will be precluded from delivering or
causing to be delivered in interstate
commerce such firearms to persons
whom the carrier knows or believes are
below the stated age.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is correct.
There is a provision that carriers may
not deliver a handgun to anyone under
21 years of age, nor a rifle or a shotgun
to anyone under the age of 18.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. The
proposed legislation of the Senator
places the burden of delivery on the
common or contract carrier.

Mr. HRUSKA. It places a burden on
the common carrier. It is not the sole
burden that is placed by the statute. The
affidavit that is filed will state that the
applicant is 21 years of age or over, and
so he undertakes some responsibility.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. He
undertakes some responsibility.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusett . But
there is a prime responsibility on the
contractor.

Mr. HRUSKA. If a person recites that
he is 21 years of age and is only 18 years
of age, he is guilty of a violation of the
Federal statute with a penalty, upon
conviction, of up to 10 years in jail and
$10,000 fine, or both.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Nevertheless, it does apply the prime re-
sponsibility for delivery of that weapon
to the juvenile on the common or con-
tract carrier.

Mr. HRUSKA. No. I just pointed out
that that is not the case.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
That is an additional responsibility.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is an additional
one. Amendment No. 708 contains that
provision with respect to common car-
riers. It also has the other provision with
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reference to the affidavit. And if the local
law or city ordinance provides a higher
age than 21, that would have to be com-
plied with also.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Why does the Senator rely on the car-
rier itself to enforce this procedure? Why
does the Senator not recognize that, as
in other areas such as drugs or liquor,
the prime responsibility comes to the
dealer? And those people are recognized
to be responsible for enforcement in
those cases.

Why does the Senator in his legisla-
tion provide that the common carrier
bears—at least from my reading—a sig-
nificant, if not a prime, responsibility for
the enforcement?

Mr. HRUSKA. It is an added safe-
guard. The primary responsibility, how-
ever, is on the buyer, the dealer, and on
the police department. The policeman
can come in and investigate.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
It is then on the local police?

Mr. HRUSKA. It is on the local police,
yes, indeed. That is where it belongs.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
But this is an additional kind of burden
on the local police.

Mr. HRUSEA. Yes, indeed, just as any
law that is passed puts an additional
burden on them.

It is complained that the police would
be heavily burdened and that they would
have to check in a number of places to
see if a man has a criminal record, has
been indicted, or actually lives at a cer-
tain address.

Merely by saying that it is up to the
local law-enforcement officer does not
dispose of the problem. That burden un-
der the provision of title IV vests solely
in and is imposed upon the dealer. So,
all of the difficulty, burden, and the time
devoted to the problem of determining
whether a man is legally eligible to own
a gun is placed in the dealer.

The burden will be imposed upon a
man who is struggling to make a living,
probably selling a $50, $60, or $100 gun.
He would have perhaps a 25-percent
markup and would make anywhere from
$12.50 to $25 on the sale. He is supposed
to do what the Senator from Massachu-
setts says law-enforcement officers do
not want to do.

Mr. President, we do not want the bur-
den of enforcement placed anywhere else
but on the law-enforcement agencies. It
is not too big a problem for them.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Where in the Senator’s provision is there
any enforcement procedure under sec-
tion 902(¢c) with relation to over-the-
counter sales?

Mr. HRUSKA, Under amendment No.
708, the laws of the State of course would
apply to over-the-counter sales.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. But
there is nothing contained in the Sena-
tor’s provision to prohibit over-the-coun-
ter sales of weapons to nonresidents who
could not buy them under their State or
local law.

Mr. HRUSKA. Under section 2(m) it
is unlawful for any licensed dealer to
sell or deliver for sale any handgun to
anyone who is not a resident of the State.
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Any nonresident could not purchase a
handgun without going through the same
affidavit procedure that he would have
to go through in the case of delivery by
mail,

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. So
a nonresident purchase would not be
covered?

Mr. HRUSKA. A nonresident purchase
would be covered by the amendment.
Subsection (m) reads:

(m) It shall be unlawful for any licensed
manufacturer or licensed dealer to sell or
deliver for sale any handgun to any person
other than another licensed manufacturer
or licensed dealer who is not a resident of the
State in which such manufacturer’s or deal-
er's place of business is located * * *

That is on page 9 of the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. But
you have not read the full section. Sub-
section (m) makes the sale lawful, as
far as the dealer is concerned, if he sim-
ply follows the mechanics of the affidavit
procedure. All subsection (m) really
does is to require that the affidavit must
be completed. It does not provide any en-
forcement procedures even if the Sen-
ator's amendment will apply.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Oh, yes, indeed. That
affidavit is filled out by a nonresident on
an over-the-counter sale; it is sent to
the dealer; the dealer sends a copy to the
chief of police: and we go on from there.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Could the Senator read the parts of his
amendment, for my edification, which
say that it does apply to a nonresident
purchase in over-the-counter sales?

Mr. HRUSKA. I read it a short time
ago. Let me point out that subpara-
graph (m), on page 9 of amendment No.
708, is the language about which he re-
quests information.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
‘Where does it say that if the police ob-
ject to the affidavit, the dealer himself
would be in violation of the law if he
went ahead and sold the weapon?

Mr. HRUSKA. When the affidavit is
received by the police——

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Then
the police return it and say, “Don’t sell
it.” Then the dealer goes ahead and sells
it. How does the Senator’s amendment
provide enforcement procedures?

Mr. HRUSKA. In this way: If it is
against the law of the State to make a
sale to the applicant, and the dealer
makes the sale anyway, the latter is
guilty of a Federal offense.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
With all due respect, I do not see that
interpretation of what the Senator has
stated. If there is a violation of the law
of the purchaser’s residence in an over-
the-counter sale, and the affidavit is
sent back, rejected by the local law-
enforcement officials, are there any pro-
visions in the Senator's proposal for
enforcement procedures?

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes, on page 4 of the
amendment, subparagraph (c):

(c) It shall be unlawful for any licensed
manufacturer or licensed dealer to ship or
transport, or cause to be shipped or trans-
ported, any firearm in interstate or foreign
commerce, to any person in any State where
the receipt or possession by such person of
such firearm would be in violation of any

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

statute of such State or of any published
ordinance applicable in the locality in which
such person resides . . .

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
have heard the Senator state that; and,
as I read it, that is in interstate com-
merce. I am talking about over-the-
counter sales.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. May
I have 1 minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I am
talking about over-the-counter sales, not
shipments in interstate commerce. And
subsection (c) only makes it illegal for
the dealer to ‘“ship or transport.” There
is no prohibition on sale, even if the
dealer is on notice of violation in the
buyer’s State or of disapproval of the
affidavit by the lecal police.

If one has ever seen provisions that
cannot be enforced, it is when an affi-
davit is filled out by a nonresident; it is
sent back by the local law-enforcement
official—who says it is no good, that the
person is a criminal, has a criminal rec-
ord, or is a juvenile delinquent—and the
dealer sells the gun over the counter.
There are no provisions in the amend-
ment which would provide any kind of
limitation. I suggest that this is the be-
ginning of just one loophole in effective
gun legislation.

Mr. HRUSKA. I will answer that ar-
gument but not at this time. There is
provision, Mr. President, and the situa-
tion is covered as fully as it is in any
other instance under title IV, and I will
demonstrate that in due time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield me 5 min-
utes?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Nevada.

Mr. BIBLE, Mr. President, I rise to
support the Hruska amendment. I rec-
ognize the controversy and the problems
that have arisen in developing the pro-
posed crime control legislation and cer-
tainly the controversy in this title.

It seems to me, however, that the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Nebraska is a realistic and a moderate
;wa.y of approaching a very difficult prob-
em.

It is rather ironic that in the proposed
legislation we do have a conflict in cer-
tain areas of constitutional rights. One
of the conflicts that will be argued at
length next week, I am sure, is in title
II, on the matter of confessions—ques-
tions that have arisen as a result of the
Mallory rule and the Escobedo and
Miranda cases. The other is in gun con-
trols—the issue now before us.

Increasingly, it seems, Americans to-
day are confronted by a paradox in the
area of rights and freedoms. In some
respects our constitutional rights are
given broad new emphasis and protec-
tion, and strict boundaries are placed
around government powers. In other re-
spects our freedoms seem to be re-
stricted more and more by a complex
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array of laws, and government has as-
sumed greater powers. We are indeed
living in a period of constitutional con-
flicts. To the average American this
question of rights and freedoms is get-
ting pretty badly jumbled.

The constitutional right of an Ameri-
can to refuse to bear witness against
himself has been given rigorous new
safeguards lately, as we have discussed
at length in dealing with title II and
criminal confessions. Unless a suspect
is given an immediate lecture on con-
stitutional rights and provided with an
attorney, his confession cannot be used
against him regardless of how voluntary
it was. Even with those precautions, the
confession may be thrown out unless the
arrested man is taken quickly before a
magistrate.

But the same system that has made
such a fetish of rights in criminal arrest
procedures has also come up with an
equally rigorous restraint on many of the
freedoms that once were taken for
granted by Americans. We can no longer
exercise a free choice, for example, in
selling or renting of homes, in planting
crops, in hiring or firing of employees,
in serving business customers, in going
on strike, in merging businesses, in set-
ting prices on goods, and in a myriad of
other activities upon which government
restraints have been placed.

Many of these new safeguards and
many of these new restraints are good.
Many, I think, are not good. To most
Americans, I am sure, they are greatly
confusing. We begin to wonder—what
are our rights and freedoms? Which ones
will next be protected with new emphasis
and which will be severely restrained?

When we take up the question of gun
control in title IV, we definitely enter
into the area of constitutional rights.
Are we going to create still another para-
dox?

I am wondering, simply, how my right
not to bear witness against myself stacks
up against my right to bear arms. Per-
haps that is oversimplification, but I sub-
mit that the recent zeal to protect the
rights of the accused has gone too far.
I would not want to see our zeal to con-
trol weapons also go too far.

In the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act, as amended and sub-
mitted by the Committee on the Judici-
ary, I contend we have a built-in para-
dox. We are trying in one section to
restore balance to the interpretation of
one constitutional right and in the other
to infringe too far into another constitu-

tional right. To remove the paradox and

provide a more balanced bill, I believe
we must insist on changes in the gun
control section.

Mr. President, I am speaking now di-
rectly in support of the title IV amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal. I believe it is the
best alternative before us in the very
sensitive area of gun controls. Title IV
as it stands goes too far, in my opinion,
and places excessive restraints on mil-
lions of law-abiding and responsible
Americans to achieve the goal of imped-
ing criminals. I agree with Senator
Hruska that title IV—or the “Dodd bill,”
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as it is best known—is fundamentally ob-
jectionable. The exemption of rifles and
shotguns in two instances eases but does
not eliminate the objections. These long-
guns are covered in some 50 other pro-
visions in the title.

We have heard it many times, but I
will repeat again the argument of the
sportsmen, the hobbyists, and the mil-
lions of other law-abiding Americans who
wish to be free to buy guns within their
constitutional right to bear arms: Guns
do not cause crime; criminals cause
crime.

The target of any legitimate Federal
gun controls, then, must be the criminal
and those clearly incompetent to possess
firearms. And the thrust of any legiti-
mate Federal gun controls must be at
strengthening, not overriding, State and
local controls. With this in mind, I can
find no serious objection to the Hruska
amendment. I believe this alternative
does the best job of providing the mini-
mum restraint on legitimate gun pur-
chases while imposing the most effective
restraints possible on criminal and in-
competent purchases. It does the best
job of bolstering State and local controls.
And, looking at gun controls from a
strictly practical view, it is most work-
able.

Mr. President, we are all too familiar
with the many reasonable laws that have
been enacted that turned out to be bur-
dened with unreasonable and unworkable
rules, regulations and enforcement pro-
visions. I do not believe title IV as it is
now worded, can pass the practicality
test from several standpoints. The Dodd
bill requirements on dealers, shippers,
buyers, and various public officials, for
example, are cumbersome at best. In
many respects they tend to eliminate
several legitimate commerce activities
and further tend to create federally
sanctioned monopoly. The burdens they
impose are often unfair,

To those who say the only pertinent
test of gun control is its effectiveness,
I say that we know at the outset that no
gun control law, no matter how strict
we write it, is going to keep guns out of
the hands of criminals. They will steal
them, smuggle them, blackmarket
them—even manufacture them if they
are determined to have them—and they
are. Our real objective, as I see it, is to
make guns less accessible to those who
would misuse them and, in the process,
make it easier for State and local author-
ities to enforce their own laws and keep
tabs on gun purchases, It is also our ob-
jective not to infringe on the constitu-
tional rights of honest and responsible
Americans in the process.

With these objectives in mind, Mr.
President, I urge the adoption of the
Hruska amendment. We already have
enough paradoxes in our laws. Let us not
build any more into this important crime
control legislation. Let us aim the pro-
visions of this legislation directly and
accurately at the real target—the major
domestic problem confronting our Nation
today: the eriminal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, CAN-
NoN in the chair). Who yields time?
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator make that request on his time?

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to suggest the absence of a quorum and
that the time not be charged to either
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the gquorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 786

Mr, KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of my amendment No. 786, as modified,
which is a perfecting amendment to title
IV; and I ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator from Massachusetts asking
unanimous consent that he be permitted
to offer his amendment now, even though
all time has not been used on the Hruska
amendment?

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. That
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment; will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the amend-
ment will be printed in the Recorb.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, is as follows:

On page 80, beginning with line 17, strike
out all through line 22 on page 83.

On page 84, line 1, strike out “902” and
insert in lieu thereof “901".

On page 89, line 20, strike out “other than
a rifile or shotgun”

On page 90, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the rollowing new pa.ragraph:

“{C) This paragraph shall not be held to
preclude a licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer from shipping a
rifle or shotgun to an individual who in per-
son upon the licensee's business premises
puarchased such rifle or shotgun: Provided,
That such sale or shipment is not otherwise
prohibited by the provisions of this chapter;

nd"”.
i gn page 90, line 16, strike out *“(C)” and
insert in lieu thereof “(D)".

On page 93, line 12, strike out the period
and insert in lieu thereof: *; or to any indi-
vidual who che licensee knows or has reason=-
able cause to believe is less than eighteen
years of age, if the firearm is a shotgun or
rifle.”

On page 106, line 1, strike out “903"” and
insert in lleu thereof “902".

May 15, 1968

On page 106, line 4, strike out ''904" and
insert in lleu thereof “903".

On page 106, line 14, strike out “905" and
insert in lieu thereof “904”.

On page 106, line 18, strike out “906” and
insert in lieu thereof “905".

On page 106, line 20, strike out “907" and
insert in lieu thereof “906".

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield myself 12 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I believe we have come to a
turning point in the long and arduous
contest over a Federal gun law. Finally
there seem to be rays of light and clarity
shining through the murky fog that has
surrounded this contest for over half a
decade. Let me set forth as plainly and
as simply as I can the bare facts which
should enable us to move swiftly and re-
sponsibly when we vote on the various
alternative proposals for Federal gun
regulation that will be before us tomor-
row.

First and foremost is the fact that no
one, to my knowledge, is arguing any
longer that there should not be any Fed-
eral gun legislation. This is a crucial de-
velopment, for it means that we all rec-
ognize that something must be done
about the ease with which people who
should not have guns can acquire them.
Thus the question before us is no longer
whether we should have Federal gun
legislation, but what kind of gun legisla-
tion we should have. We are agreed that
there is a connection between the easy
availability of guns in this Nation, and
the damage they cause. We are agreed
that there is something lacking in the
present legislative framework. We are
agreed that any comprehensive antierime
program must include gun-control legis-
lation. Now we must agree on what the
best and most effective way to meet this
need is.

The second pertinent fact is that we
have broad agreement on the nature and
source of the gap which needs to be
filled by Federal legislation. Both title
IV and the Hruska amendment focus on
the heart of America’s problem with the
flow of firearms—interstate evasion of
State and local gun regulations. We are
a large nation of 50 States and thousands
of local communities. The size, shape,
topography, density, habits, needs, and
traditions of each State and each com-
munity differ vastly in many dimensions
of life, but especially in both the nature
of the crime problem and in the role of
firearms in daily living. That is why the
framing, and administration, and en-
forcement of comprehensive gun con-
trols has been left to the States and their
subdivisions, Especially in the field of law
enforcement, we try to leave as much
choice, discretion, and flexibility in the
communities’ local leaders and limit Fed-
eral regulation and enforcement o fields
where it is necessary to effect national
goals to assure consistency where con-
sistency is desirable, and to provide sup-
port and sustenance to the achievement
of local goals. It is primarily in this last
effort that the need for Federal gun
legislation is critical. We have left to the
States and localities the choice of
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whether, and what kind of, restrictions
they want to place on their citizens’ pur-
chase, ownership, and use of deadly fire-
arms. Some States and communities
have opted for the strongest possible
licensing, permit, registration, and con-
trol provisions on both handguns and
long guns. Some have chosen only certain
types of regulation over only certain
types of weapons. Others have chosen to
leave their citizens, as it were, to their
own devices, letting them buy and sell
and hold and use guns in whatever way
they please. We can, and do, assume for
the purposes of the decisions we here will
make this week, that those local decisions
are within the permissible range of re-
sponsibility, that a State can reasonably
decide that it wishes to place no restric-
tions on the acquisition, ownership, and
use of guns. But the question we as na-
tional legislators are faced with is, What
are the national implications of such a
decision? What happens when two
neighboring States make different choices
as to the kind of gun controls they want?

This is where, again both the title IV
approach and the Hruska approach come
to the same general conclusion. Both
recognize that no State can enforce the
gun regulations it has chosen for its
citizens when those citizens can merely
go to the next State to purchase weapons,
and can merely order a gun from a dis-
tant State by mail. No State really has
any strong incentive to pass or enforce
its own gun regulations if they can be so
easily evaded through out-of-State
transactions. Thus, again, we are all
agreed that the primary role of the Fed-
eral Government should be to reinforce
local law enforcement by precluding the
evasion of State and local laws. And we
are agreed that the two principal loop-
holes in effective local controls are out-
of-State mail-order sales, and over-the-
counter sales to nonresidents. Title IV
covers both of these areas. The Hruska
bill covers both of these areas.

Two facts, then, are both plain and
accepted by all: First, we need Federal
gun control legislation; and, second, the
legislation should affeet both interstate
mail-order sales and nonresident over-
the-counter sales. There are two remain-
ing facts which have over the past several
months become clear to many of us, and
which, I believe, will form the basis of
agreement in this body. The first is that
the best way to support local gun law
enforcement is to assure that at some
point in the acquisition process some
local entity, locally responsible and
locally known, has a role to play. The
simplest, most convenient way to do this
is to require that on all out-of-State
sales, delivery be made through a locally
run, federally licensed dealer. This dealer
can routinely and effectively see to it that
the requirements of the buyer’s commu-
nity, as well as those of the Federal Gov-
ernment, are met. This is the framework
of title IV.

I might say, Mr. President, that what
we are really trying to achieve is to pro-
vide the principal responsibility where
the responsibility is due; namely, with
the dispenser of the firearms. We feel
that he should bear somewhat more re-
sponsibility for the distribution of those
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weapons. It is in line with respect for tra-
dition in our society and in our legal
framework.

For example, in the distribution of
drugs, we provide that pharmacies shall
bear the principal burden for supervision
and overseeing the provisions of Fed-
eral legislation. That is appropriately so
because they are closest to the distribu-
tion of drugs. As well, we provide for re-
sponsibility in the distribution of ligquor
and alcoholic beverages, that the dealers
themselves have the responsibility to live
up to the provisions of any Federal
legislation.

Similarly, the thrust of both title IV
and the provisions suggested by my
amendment is that the principal respon-
sibility will be with the dealer, which I
believe is appropriate because they will
be the ones to make the profit from the
distribution and sale of weapons and
should therefore bear some responsibility
to assist in making the law meaningful.
And I want to emphasize that even un-
der title IV and my amendment, this re-
sponsibility is not very burdensome.

Those of us who support that approach
feel this is the best way, and that we
should not, in turn, expect to provide un-
necessary and cumbersome kinds of bur-
dens and responsibilities, upon the local
law-enforcement agencies, which we be-
lieve will be the result of the Hruska
amendment.

The only alternative which has been
suggested is that enforcement by remote
control be attempted by the out-of-State
seller through an affidavit procedure.

Let me repeat some of the observa-
tions I made very briefly in colloquy with
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. HrRuskal.

It does seem that the affidavit proce-
dures themselves are not realistic and
are not generally enforceable. For exam-
ple, in reviewing the affidavit procedures,
we find that no picture needs to be in-
cluded in the affidavit, nor any finger-
prints, nor do there really have to be any
witnesses, and that it would be possible
for the applicant himself to write in
aliases on the affidavit instead of his
real name,

Think of the tremendous burdens and
responsibilities for local law enforcement
to have to run through any of these kinds
of procedures and then report back
within a period of 7 days to the distribu-
tor of the weapon.

The affidavit procedure does seem to
require these rather elaborate kinds of
procedures to check and see whether the
applicant himself is in violation of any
Federal, State, or local laws.

Think of the additional burdens that
will be placed upon local law enforce-
ment.

I think we see, as well, that the affi-
davit provisions and procedures cannot
really be considered as a realistic alter-
native, Not only are there Members of
the Senate who have suggested that the
affidavit procedure is unworkable, but a
number of Federal, State, and local law-
enforcement groups have stated it as
well. They are the most familiar with
the various kinds of procedures. They
will have to follow the kinds of proce-
dures which they themselves have re-
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jected as an effective way to fulfill their
obligations.

I think this is the approach which
Members of the Senate must consider
extremely closely, both in title IV and in
the amendment I have suggested this
afternoon.

To include the long guns places the re-
sponsibility where it is due; namely, upon
both the applicant himself and the dis-
tributor of the weapon.

It is only fitting to do it and does not
create a serious inconvenience upon our
sportsmen in the pursuit of their own in-
terests.

Referring back to the affidavit provi-
sion, I think it is clear from the dis-
cussion we have had today that the pro-
cedures suggested for implementing such
an alternative would be complex, bur-
densome to all concerned, subject to easy
evasion and avoidance, and, most impor-
tant, incapable of producing the desired
result.

Moreover, there is just no need to look
for an alternative. The procedures out-
lined in title IV are reasonable and re-
sponsible. They are in fact almost identi-
cal to the procedures which some of the
Nation’s largest gun sellers have volun-
tarily adopted in the public interest.

I think it is important that two of the
largest distributors of these weapons,
as I understand it, Montgomery Ward
and Sears, Roebuck, have already set in
motion voluntary kinds of procedures,
themselves, to prevent the indiserimi-
nate use of firearms and intrastate ap-
plications for these weapons. The proce-
dures which they have outlined have been
far more severe than the modest ones
which have been outlined in this legis-
lation. Both of these distributors have
established new company policies that no
firearm—and this means rifles and shot-
guns—will be sold to a purchaser unless
he picks it up in person and proves that
heis 21.

These companies have established
these procedures at whatever inconveni-
ence or burden to themselves. They have
assumed them and have demonstrated
good faith in trying to meet this prob-
lem. I think their experience has cemon-
strated that it does not place a consider-
able burden on the distributors them-
selves.

The long gun provisions will not pre-
vent any law-abiding adult from pur-
chasing any gun anywhere in the coun-
try which his State and local laws would
permit him to purchase. Let us be clear
that the obligation of a citizen to com-
ply with the State and local regula-
tion of the place in which he lives can-
not legitimately be called an “incon-
venience.” A man who chooses tolivein a
place must abide by its laws, and he cer-
tainly has no equities if his complaint
about title IV is that it will require him
to do so.

Much is made of the argument that it
will place additional burdens on indi-
viduals to fulfill the provisions of the
laws of his own State if he goes out of
the State. It seems to me this is a spuri-
ous argument.

The last plain fact, and the principal
subject of the amendment I have pro-
posed, is that if we are to met the goal
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of reinforcing local gun regulations
through Federal regulation of interstate
gun transactions, it makes no sense to
provide coverage over some guns but not
others. Specifically, if we cover only the
sale of handguns and not the sale of
equally—and sometimes more—potent
and deadly long guns, we wil be leaving a
loophole for death and destruction that
has no justification and no logic. Let
there be no misunderstanding. To seek
to prevent rifles and shotguns from being
misused is not to place any stigma on
those who use them legitimately. We are
not ecriticizing those who hunt or com-
pete with long guns, or those who collect
them. But we must, again, recognize
plain facts. Even under present laws
nearly 30 percent of gun murders are
committed with long guns. And, it is the
snipers rifle, with its long range and
deadly accuracy, which throws fear into
the policeman and the fireman who must
deal with the violent upheavals which
have plagued our cities. It is the rifle
that has been the tool of the vicious as-
sassins who have brought us national
tragedy and international shame. What
is more, if we are able effectively to pre-
vent eriminals, juveniles, addicts, incom-
petents, and others designated by State
and local law, from having interstate ac-
cess to handguns, then if there are no
controls on the interstate flow of long
guns, those same people will substitute
long guns for their activities.

This we cannot and should not
tolerate. We must add long gun coverage
to title IV. That is what amendment 786
;vill do, and that is why we must adopt
t.

I would like to include in the REcorDp
some of the important and significant
statistics on this question, but first I yield
to the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Doppl. I shall then come
back to this request.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, I
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. That will be ample. I think
I will not use that much time,

Mr. President, I wish to express my
support for the amendment that has just
been called up by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY],
adding controls over rifles and shotguns
to the other provisions of title IV.

So that the Recorp will be clear, I per-
haps should point out that I have always
favored including rifles and shotguns in
any gun control legislation. Indeed, such
controls were incorporated in a bill which
I introduced as early as November of
1963.

I fought for the inclusion of rifles and
shotguns in the prolonged debate which
took place in the Judiciary Committee
before title IV was accepted as an amend-
ment to S. 917. Unfortunately, a majority
of the committee voted otherwise.

The amendment introduced by the
Senator from Massachusetts is identical
to the amendment which I myself intro-
duced on May 7. I warmly welcome the
support and participation of the Senator
from Massachusetts who, as Senators
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know, has been in the front ranks of the
battle for effective gun control legislation.

As I have pointed out, the amendment
now before us originally formed part of
the amendment to S. 917 which I offered
in the Judiciary Committee, but these
provisions were stricken from title IV
because they were unacceptable to the
majority of the committee.

I ask the Senate to accept the amend-
ment now before us, however, because
this is the only way we can make the
other provisions of this title fully effec-
tive.

Essentially, this amendment does two
things.

First, it would restrict the interstate
mail-order shipment of long arms to in-
dividuals other than licensed dealers.

Second, it would prohibit federally li-
censed dealers from selling rifles and
shotguns to persons under 18 years of
age.

I ask for the enactment of this amend-
ment because the evidence before us de-
mands it.

And I appeal to every Senator to con-
sider the facts, and to disregard the pres-
sures brought to bear by the opponents
of this measure.

The issues should be clear.

Shall we pass legislation that most ef-
fectively protects the Nation? Or shall
we, after 5 years of hearings and com-
mittee discussions and prolonged debate,
enact compromise legislation that only
does half the job?

This is the question that must be asked
on all the control provisions of title IV
of the crime bill.

And this is the question that must
be asked in connection with my amend-
ment to include rifle and shotguns un-
der the controls proposed in the bill.

Some 500 editorials carried by the press
of this Nation over the past 2 years have
accused Congress of negligence in gun
control.

We have been accused of stalling on
the gun bill, of being swayed by the gun
lobhy,

And there is truth to all of these ac-
cusations.

Even now, when after 5 years of de-
liberations, a bill has finally reached the
floor of the Senate, it is a bill which has
been weakened and rendered partially in-
effective by the Judiciary Committee’s
decision not to include rifies and shot-
guns in the bill.

And there is now an effort afoot to fur-
ther whittle down this legislation or to
pass substitute legislation tailored to ap-
pease the gun lobby.

The prinecipal argument against this
amendment is that purchasers of rifles
or shotguns might be “inconvenienced’”
by the requirement that they appear in
person at some point in the course of
making their purchase.

Let us not exaggerate this inconven-
ience. Any legitimate buyer will still be
able to get the same variety of weapons
that is available to him now through
mail-order catalogs. This is true be-
cause the only difference this amend-
ment would make is that he would have
to order the weapon through a local deal-
er or local outlet; and that he would
have to appear at some point before
receiving the weapon.
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He can have the catalogs at home,
or go look at them down at the dealer’s
shop. Either way, he will have the same
variety of choice that he has had up un-
til now.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
look at the evidence, to resist the pres-
sures of a lobby that represents only a
minority of our hunters and to pass the
proposed title IV together with this rifle
and shotgun amendment.

I will repeat the facts to support this
need, as I have found them in years of
study and investigation.

I will set them forth, once more, as I
have in scores of statements explaining
the gun problem.

We must pass the gun bill, because
18,000 of our citizens are killed every
year by firearms in the hands of per-
sons who should not have been allowed
to obtain them and to use them.

We need controls over shotguns and
rifles because they play a substantial role
in this massacre.

Thirty percent of all firearms murders
in the Nation involve the long guns. In
rural areas it is over 50 percent.

In 1966 alone, 1,747 of our citizens
were murdered with rifles or shotguns.

And the growing volume in the mail-
order traffic of long arms shows that at
a minimum, according to a Juvenile De-
linquency Subcommittee study, 15 per-
cent of the purchasers of these long arms
have criminal records.

The evidence shows that as more regu-
lations are placed on handguns, the
criminals resort to long arms to threaten,
assault, and murder our citizens.

This has been true in Philadelphia, in
New York, and in other cities across the
Nation.

Death by mail-order gun has become
commonplace in this, the “age of the
sniper,”

At a tragic cost, we have had to learn
in recent years that the long arm is as
deadly as a handgun.

There is also ample proof that, fitted
with a sniperscope, it is far more deadly
as a murder weapon.

A mail-order rifle, not a pistol, was
used to assassinate President Kennedy.

A rifle with a sniperscope struck down
Dr. Martin Luther King.

And a rifle made possible the murder-
ous toll in young lives taken by a de-
mented firearms fanatic at the Univer-
sity of Texas.

Time and again the assassin has
chosen the rifle over the handgun.

It should also be a matter for increas-
ing concern that the rifle is the main arm
of the big city riot sniper, the new breed
of killer from the rooftop.

In the Detroit riot, far more long arms
were taken from criminals and snipers
than handguns.

There is no truth in the assertions of
those who oppose regulation of the mail-
order trade in long arms, that these guns
are not used by criminals because they
cannot be concealed.

Both Lee Harvey Oswald and Charles
Whitman concealed their rifles and
transported their weapons in broad day-
light, through streets and buildings, in
full view of the public.

Furthermore, a sawed-off shotgun or
rifle can easily be concealed.
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And these sawed-off weapons can be
and are produced from long arms ac-
quired through mail order.

I asked the Treasury Department to
study their latest long gun cases, and
they found 98 sawed-off shotguns and 14
sawed-off rifles among 207 guns involved
in just 200 recent firearms violations.
The Treasury Department told me that
the conversion of long arms into con-
cealable weapons was the most compel-
ling reason for controlling rifles and
shotguns under Federal legislation.

I fully predict that with stronger reg-
ulation on handguns there will be more
of this conversion of long arms into
deadly concealable weapons.

In one way or another, as summed up
by Mr. Quinn Tamm representing the
International Association of Chiefs of
Police, “the long arm has taken its place
in 20th century crime with a demolish-
ing force.”

Today the problem has reached explo-
sive proportions. But the potential dan-
ger from the long arm and the need to
control it was recognized as long as 30
years ago by the then Attorney General
Homer Cummings of Connecticut. Speak-
ing before the very organization Mr.
Tamm today represents, Mr. Cummings
said:

These weapons continue to take their ter-
rific toll. The high-powered rifle which will
kill big game at tremendous distances is,
unfortunately, equally effective against hu-
man beings. During the past two years, im-
provements have been made, both in hand
arms and the quality of ammunition which
have already rendered obsolete much of the
protective equipment of law enforcement
agencies, We cannot longer remain blind of
these facts.

The truth is that we have remained
blind to these facts for the last 30 years.

That is why we have the explosive
problem today.

And that is why I call for the regula-
tion of the mail-order traffic in these
weapons. That is why I ask that we do
not procrastinate any longer.

Further failure to act on the need to
regulate the sale of long guns will con-
tinue to render State and local gun laws
ineffective and State and local law-en-
forcement officials virtually helpless.

The files of Kleins Sporting Goods Co.
of Chicago, Ill., which is a leading and
reputable firm, show that mail-order
rifles and shotguns have been sent to
persons with criminal arrest records in
Chiecago, Ill.; in Dallas, Tex.; in Phila-
delphia, Pa.; in Los Angeles, Calif.; in
the State of New Jersey; and in the State
of New York. The criminal records of the
persons who received these weapons in-
clude offenses of assault, assault and
batvtery, assault with a deadly weapon,
assault and battery on a police officer,
sex offenses, and narcotics and danger=
nus drug offenses.

This amendment would require such
individuals to appear in person before a
federally licensed dealer when attempt-
ing to buy a long arm.

And it would require them to signify,
under the threat of imprisonment, that
they do not have a felony conviction in
their past, in order to lawfully obtain the
weapon.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 4

Some of them would almost certainly
duck such a confrontation.

And, to the extent that criminal ele-
ments will be deterred or prevented from
purchasing rifles, lives will be saved by
the overall reduction of the number of
deadly weapons in criminal hands.

Mr. President, life in the 20th century
requires regulation of many aspects of
human behavior.

I cannot believe that we are so blind
that we would reject this minimal con-
trol over a deadly weapon when our
times have required regulation even over
the ownership of children’s bicycles.

I stand convinced that we must have
this mail-order regulation over long
arms.

Edqually important is the other part of
this amendment, which would prohibit
the sale of rifles and shotguns to persons
under 18 years of age unless accompa-
nied by a parent or guardian who makes
the purchase.

Since 1960, crimes against the person
by juveniles have increased 78 percent.

These crimes of violence include rob-
bery, assault, and murder.

Since 1960, the number of persons un-
der 18 years of age arrested for murder
increased 45 percent.

Juvenile robberies increased 55 per-
cent.

Aggravated assault increased 115 per-
cent.

We must protect immature youth
from themselves and from the unscru-
pulous dealers who sell deadly weapons
indiseriminately. No juvenile should be
permitted to buy a gun without permis-
sion from a parent or guardian.

Certainly, no juvenile should be able
to buy a gun, when the law forbids him
to purchase beer or cigarettes or to drive
an automobile.

This is a simple matter of public
safety, of parental responsibility, and of
commonsense.

The prohibition on juvenile gun pur-
chases must be in this bill,

Mr. President, this amendment does
not place unreasonable hardships on
the hunter; it does not infringe on his
ownership of firearms or his ability to
acquire them.

But it does spell the difference between
a half measure and an adequate law.

It will, I am certain, make a difference
in the crime rate and a difference in the
number of human lives lost to gunfire
every year.

The public has asked for this protec-
tion and our law-enforcement officers
have endorsed it.

A vote to approve the gun bill with
the amendment now before us will prove
that this Congress represents the major-
ity of the American people who want
meaningful gun laws, and not the small
minority of gun fanatics and gunrun-
ners who oppose them.

I thank the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, how much time do I have re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 63 minutes remaining.

Mr. KEENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield myself an additional 10 minutes.
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I wish, first of all, to express my ap-
preciation for the helpful comments
which have been made by the Senator
from Connecticut. As I mentioned earlier
in the afternoon, he sat through many
long hours of hearings, and had an op-
portunity, perhaps greater than that of
any other Senator, to hear the pros and
cons of this legislation; and, of course,
with that kind of background, he brings
a high degree of knowledge and under-
standing to this debate.

One of the things the Senator brought
up in the course of his comments, to
which I alluded earlier, is the kind of
routine regulation that we as a people
accept in this country, for the policing
of our society in a variety of different
ways.

I think, as has been suggested by the
Senator from Connecticut, that we all
realize the extraordinary amount of reg-
ulations imposed upon the ownership and
use of children’s bicycles. The same per-
tains in the field of automobiles. The
public generally accepts and recognizes
the need for these regulations. It is nec-
essary to have such regulations in order
that we might enjoy the right and op-
portunity to use our automobiles on local
roads and on our great interstate high-
ways.

Young people are required to have a
license in order to drive an automobile
even within the State. There are also de-
tailed obligations and regulations per-
taining to the purchase of a vehicle. Cer-
tain documents must be obtained if one
sells his vehicle. Also, a vehicle must be
inspected so many times a year.

We have to have a driver’s license.
This license has to be renewed at differ-
ent times in different States. It is some-
times every year and sometimes every 2
years.

It is necessary to have all of these reg-
ulations. In our daily activities of life we
accept them because we know they are
needed. Society generally understands
and accepts the need for such regulation.

Those of us who support title IV and
also the long gun amendment recognize
that we are really attempting to provide
some very basic, minimal kinds of proce-
dures which must be observed and lived
up to in order to help eliminate the op-
portunity for juvenile delinquents and
hardened criminals and mental incom-
petents to acquire weapons in our society
today.

The Crime Commission was made up
of some of the most important law-en-
forcement officials in our country today.
They have all stated that this kind of
legislation is the absolute bare minimal
legislation that should be passed if we
are really going to come to grips with
crime and the problems that exist in our
society today.

Those of us who support this legisla-
tion realize that even the proposals ad-
vanced in title IV and in the amendment
which I have offered this afternoon in
no way really infringes upon the legiti-
mate sportsman or interferes with his
interest in and his legitimate use of
weapons.

Those of us who support the pending
legislation are merely following the
recommendations of the principal law-
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enforcement officials of our country.
These officials have stated time and time
again before the Juvenile Delinquency
Subcommittee that if we are serious
about meeting the problems of crime and
violence as they exist in our country to-
day, we should be prepared to come to
grips with this legislation and pass the
kind of legislation which we are con-
sidering this afternoon. And we will have
a full opportunity to express ourselves
as a unit and as a legislative body to-
MOTToW.

Mr. President, we encounter the argu-
ment time and time again concerning the
constitutionality of gun control legisla-
tion. I do not know whether that argu-
ment has been made as yet today. I have
not heard it made this afternoon. How-
ever, in every kind of publication the
argument is made, by those who do not
want the passage of any kind of effective
legislation, that the passage of any kind
of legislation would effectively interfere
with the second amendment rights. It is
said that it is somehow unconstitutional
to control the flow of lethal firearms to
private persons in this country.

The proponents of this view usually
cite the last portion of the second amend-
ment about “the right to bear arms,” but
in the interests of thoroughness and fair-
ness, I state the amendment in its en-
tirety:

A well-regulated militia, being necessary to
the security of a free State, the right of the
people to keep and bear arms, shall not be
infringed.

As we all know, both the National and
Federal Firearms Acts were enacted by
Congress over second amendment argu-
ments identical with those which have
been raised in opposition to title IV
of 8. 917. Congress did not believe that
the second amendment was an obstacle
to such legislation and that belief has
been supported in case after case decided
by the Supreme Court of the United
States.

Gun control opponents would have us
believe that the second amendment was
adopted to insure the private citizen the
“right to bear arms” unhampered and
uninhibited by any Government controls.
Neither Congress nor the Supreme
Court has accepted that interpretation.

Legal scholars are in general agree-
ment that the second amendment was
adopted as a prohibition upon Federal
interference with the ereation and main-
tenance of state militia. The term “state
militia” today means the National
Guard, equipped and trained by the Fed-
eral Government. Those scholars for the
most part, also agree that the concept of
“bearing arms” is not a civilian, but a
military concept and that the “right,”
as it relates to individuals, is simply the
right to participate in the state militia.
Private armies, like the self-appointed
defenders of the country called the Min-
utemen, are not “militia” in this sense,
for they are not State-organized.

I believe that the case of United States
v. Miller, 307 U.S. 174, decided by the
Supreme Court in 1939 is the clearest ex-
pression of the law in this area. That
case involved a violation of a Federal
firearms law and, in answer to a chal-
lenge by the defendants that the law
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was unconstitutional, the Court said that
the second amendment did not guaran-
tee the right to keep and bear any
weapon which did not have a “reasonable
relationship to the preservation or effi-
ciency of a well regulated militia.” The

Court pointed out that the obvious pur-

pose of the amendment was to assure

the continuation of the effectiveness of
the militia subject to call and organiza-
tion by Congress under article 1, section

8, clauses 15 and 16 of the Constitution.

The Court concluded that that end must

be kept in mind in interpreting and ap-

plying the second amendment.

There is also authority for an even
more narrow and restrictive interpreta-
tion of the second amendment. Under
this view, the second amendment merely
affirms the right of the State to create
and maintain militia.

But, regardless of which view we
choose to accept, the fact remains that
a challenge to Federal firearms legisla-
tion finds little support in the second
amendment.

A thorough analysis of this question
has been prepared by the Department of
Justice. I ask unanimous consent to have
this analysis printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the analysis
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE MEMORANDUM RE
FEDERAL FIREARMS CONTROL AND THE SECOND
AMENDMENT
The Second Amendment to the Constitu-

tion provides: “A well regulated militia,

being necessary to the security of a free

State, the right of the people to keep and

bear arms, shall not be infringed.”

An examination of the relevant federal
and state cases, commentaries on constitu-
tional law, and the legislative history of the
National Firearms Act and of the Federal
Firearms Act produces the following conclu-
slons, which will be amplified and supported
below:

(a) At the time of the passage of the Na-
tional Firearms Act in 1934 and the consider-
ation and passage by Congress of the Federal
Firearms Act from 1935 to 1938, the Second
Amendment was not considered to be an ob-
stacle.

(b) Decisions applying federal firearms
legislation hold that the Second Amendment
was not, as the First Amendment was,
adopted with individual rights in mind, but
was a prohibition upon federal action which
would interfere with the organization by
states of their militia. The federal firearms
legislation was held not to interfere with
such organization,

(e) The organized militia of the several
states is today the National Guard of each
state (and any Naval Militia) equipped by
the Federal Government and trained in ac-
cordance with the discipline established un-
der the authority of Article 1, section 8,
clause 16 of the Constitution. Consequently,
it appears that the “well regulated militia”
referred to in the Second Amendment is at
the present time the organized militia of the
several states. The amendments to the Fed-
eral Firearms Act would in no way interfere
with the organization, functioning or expan-
:;m):l of the National Guard (or Naval Mili-

a).

(d) The concept of the right of the people
to keep and bear arms, as expressed in state
constitutions as well as in the Second
Amendment, has been held not to prevent
the states from regulating the carrying of
deadly weapons by individuals, or from pro-
hibiting the formation of military organi-
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zations other than the organized militia, The
concept of “bearing arms" is primarily a
military concept and has been distinguished
from the carrying of a weapon for personal
purposes. In so far as the right is deemed to
exist in individuals, it is often identified with
the right to participate in an organized mili-
tia. Moreover, several state decisions and
commentators on constitutional law have
concluded that the word “people” in the

Second Amendment and like provisions in

various state constitutions is used in the col-

lective sense to mean the people organized
as a body politic.

(A) CONSIDERATION OF THE SECOND AMEND-
MENT IN THE PASSAGE OF PRIOR FEDERAL FIRE-
ARMS LEGISLATION
In connection with the passage of the

National Firearms Act in 1934 under the

power of Congress to lay and collect taxes and

to regulate interstate commerce, the Attor-
ney General advised the Committee on Ways
and Means that there was no constitutional
objection to the legislation! Members of
the Committee indicated agreement with this
view.* That this was the accepted view is
indicated by the fact that the Second Amend-
ment was not referred to in the 1935 hear-
ings * preceding the passage of the Firearms

Act of 1938, regulating interstate traffic in

firearms, nor was it discussed in the several

Committee Reports on this legislation.

(B) INTERPRETATION OF THE SECOND AMEND-
MENT IN FEDERAL FIREARMS PROSECUTIONS

The argument that the Second Amend-
ment inhibits federal regulation of dealings
in firearms was ralsed by defendants charged
with, or convicted of, violation of the Na-
tional Firearms Act or the Federal Fire-
arms Act. In each case the Second Amend-
ment was held not to bar the federal legisla-
tion, one of the cases being decided by the
Supreme Court and two being considered by
that court; United States v. Adams, 11 F.
Supp. 216 (8. D. Fla. 1935); United States v.
Miller, 307 U.S. 174 (1939); United States v.
Tot, 131 F. 2d 261 (3rd Cir. 1942), reversed
on other grounds, 319 U.S. 463 (1943), and
Cases v. United States, 131 F. 2d 916 (1st Cir.
1042), cert. denied, sub nom. Velazquez v.
United States, 319 U.S. 770 (1943). An analy-
sis of these decisions, particularly those in
Tot and Cases, demonstrates that the pro-
posed amendments to the Federal Firearms
Act are in no way invalidated by the Second
Amendment.

The National Firearms Act of June 26,
1934, 48 Stat. 1236 (now 26 U.S.C. 5801-5862)
levied taxes on dealers, manufacturers and
importers of defined firearms and on trans-
fers of such firearms, and required that every
person possessing any such firearm not ac-
quired from a registered manufacturer or
dealer or importer must register with the
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate the
identification of the firearm and his own
identification, Each transfer of such a fire-
arm (except between registered dealers) was
to be accompanied by a written order with
an IRS stamp affixed.

In an early prosecution under this act,
United States v. Adams, supra, the defendant
demurred to the charge of violations of the
act on several constitutional grounds includ-
ing infringement by the act of the Second
Amendment. The court disposed of this argu-
ment by holding that the Second Amend-
ment had no application to the Firearms
Act. It declared that the Constitution “refers
to the militia, a protective force of govern-
ment; to the collective body and not indi-

1 Hearings on H.R. 9066, T3rd Cong., 18-19
(April 16, 1934).

2 1d. at 53-54.

# Hearings before the Senate Committee on
f;arg;:nerce on 8. 3, 74th Cong. (April 18,

‘See 5. Rept. 997, 74th Cong., H. Rept.
2663, 76th Cong., and S, Rept. 82, 76th Cong.
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vidual rights” (at 219), citing Supreme Court
and state court cases and a constitutional
commentary on “The Right to Eeep and Bear
Arms,” by McKenna, discussed below.

In United States v. Miller, 307 U.S, 174
(1939) the Supreme Court upheld the con-
viction of two men who transported in inter-
state commerce a shotgun which came within
the definition of a *“firearm” under the Na-
tional Firearms Act and was not registered
as required by that act nor covered by a
stamp-affixed order. The act was challenged
by the defendants as unconstitutional under
the Second Amendment. The Court found
that the Second Amendment did not guar-
antee the right to keep and bear any weapon
not having a “reasonable relationship to the
preservation or efficiency of a well regulated
militia.” The Court stated that the obvious
purpose of the amendment was to assure the
continuation and render possible the effec-
tiveness of the militia subject to call and
organization by Congress under Article 1,
section 8, clauses 15 and 16 of the Constitu-
tion and that the amendment must be inter-
preted and applied with that end in view
(at 178).

The Supreme Court recognized that at the
time the Constitution was drafted the militia
was considered to be a “Body of citizens en-
rolled for military discipline” and that “ordi-
narily when called for service these men were
expected to appear bearing arms supplied by
themselves and of the kind in common use
at the time” (at 179). The Court further
recognized that as of 1934 most, if not all,
of the states had adopted provisions reg-
ulating the right to keep and bear arms and
concluded that none of these laws affected
the right of the Federal Government to adopt
the National Firearms Act (at 182).

Any implication in the reasoning of the
Court that the more eflicient a weapon might
be for purposes of a well regulated militia
the less subject it might be to Congressional
regulation was dissipated in the two Circuit
Court holdings which the Supreme Court
did not disturb. Cases v. United States, 181
F. 2d 916 (1lst Cir. 1942), cert. denied, sub
nom. Velazquez v. United States, 319 U.8. 770
(1943; United States v. Tot, 131 F. 2d 261 (3d
Cir, 1942), reversed on other grounds, 319
U.S. 463 (1943). These cases upheld convic-
tions under the Federal Firearms Act enacted
June 30, 1938 (15 U.S.C. 901-808). The pro-
vision of the act which had been violated in
each of these cases was section 902(f) mak-
ing it unlawful for any person convicted of
a crime of violence to receive firearms or
ammunition transported in interstate or for-
elgn commerce. The defendants in both cases
invoked the Second Amendment,

In the Tot decision the Circuit Court held
that it was abundantly clear from the dis-
cussions of the Second Amendment contem-
poraneous with its proposal and adoption,
and from the analysis of the amendment by
learned writers since then, that unlike the
First Amendment, it “was not adopted with
individual rights in mind, but as a protec-
tion for the States in the maintenance of
thelr militia organizations against possible
encroachments by the federal power” (at
266) . It further stated that “weapon bear-
ing was never treated as anything like an
absolute right by the common law” but was
regulated by statute as far back as the
Statute of Northampton in 1328 and on
many occasions since (at 266). The court
concluded that the federal statute providing
a general regulation of interstate and for-
elgn commerce in firearms was consistent
with the history and purpose of the Second
Amendment. The court affirmed the lower
court decision, (United Siates v. Tot, 28 P.
Supp. 900, 803 (D. N.J. 1939)) which had
cited approval the opinion in the Adams
case that the amendment referred to a col-
lective protective force and not to individ-
ual rights.

In the Cases declsion the First Circuit also
pointed out that the right to keep and bear

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

arms “is not a right conferred upon the peo-
ple by the federal constitution” and that
whatever rights they might have depended
on local legislation (at 921). Furthermore,
while the only function of the Second
Amendment was to prevent the Federal Gov-
ernment from infringing that right, the lim-
itation imposed was not absolute (at 922).
The court concluded that the framers of
the amendment did not intend to give pri-
vate individuals a right to possess deadly
weapons of any character, whether or not
they were of the kind that would be useful
to a well regulated milita. Specifically, the
possession of ammunition by the defendant
in that case for purposes of his own was
not a right guaranteed by the Becond
Amendment.

(C) THE PRESENT DAY 'WELL REGULATED
MILITIA"™

In 1792, the year following the adoption of
the Second Amendment, Congress acted un-
der its power in Article I, sectlon 8, clauses 15
and 16 of the Constitution to provide for
calling forth the state militia as necessary
to meet invasion or insurrection with pay-
ment the same as for United States troops®
and to provide for the enrollment and or-
ganization in the state militia of able-bodied
men between prescribed ages with the re-
quirement that they provided their own
arms as specified.®

However, in 1808 Congress provided that a
certaln number of arms should be annually
supplied to the whole of the enrolled militia.
An annual appropriation of $200,000 was
provided for this purpose, The arms were
to be distributed to the states in the pro-
portion that each militia bore to the whole,
and in accordance with state regulations,
while title to the arms was to pass to the
states.” This arrangement continued until
1897 when Congress, dissatisfied with the
1808 Act, doubled the annual appropriation
and required the states to create and main-
tain a regular, enlisted, organized and uni-
formed, active militla in order to be eligible
for the federal arms. Moreover, Congress re-
quired the states to account for the property
furnished and provided that it was to remain
the property of the United States.® Soon
thereafter Congress provided that the
“regularly organized armed and equipped
militia’ (generally known as the state Na-
tional Guard) could exchange Its arms,
either furnished by the Federal Govern-
ment or purchased by the state out of its
own appropriation, for an equivalent num-
ber of caliber .45 Springfield rifles.? Congress
also provided that the states could purchase
for the use of thelr militia other arms and
supplies from the Army for cash It was
recognized that the states continued to pur-
chase arms and equipment for their militia
from their own appropriationsn

From 1887 to the present day the Federal
Government has supplied arms to the state
militia under legislation prescribing the kind,
quality, care and accounting of such arms,
with the provision that the arms remain the
property of the United States.2

% Act of May 2, 1792, c, 28, 1 Stat. 264.

¢ Act of May 8, 1792, ¢, 33, 1 Btat, 271.

TAct of April 23, 1808, c. 556, 2 Btat. 490;
see the pertinent part of the debates in
Congress on this act in 18 Annals of Con-
gress 2176, 2181-2185, 2105-2197 (April
1808).

8 Act of February 12, 1887, c. 129, 24 Stat.
401; see S, Rept. 41 and H. Rept. 1267, 40th
Cong.

EgﬂzAct of February 24, 1897, c. 310, 20 Stat.

1 I'bid.

11 28 Cong. Rec. 2933,

12 gee acts in this century so providing: Act
of January 21, 1903, c. 196, § 13, 32 Stat. 775,
777, Act of May 27, 1908, c. 204, § 8, 35 Stat.
399, 401-402; Act of June 3, 1816, c. 134, §§ 67,
83-87, 39 Stat. 166, 199-200, 203-205; Act of
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In 1803 Congress provided that the “regu-
larly enlisted, organized, and uniformed ac-
tive militia in the several States” should
constitute the “organized militia” and be
known as the National Guard (or such other
name as the state might give), that all other
able-bodied men between the ages of 18 and
45 should be known as the Reserve Militia,
that federal equipment could be distributed
only to the organized militia, and that any
state could procure from the War Depart-
ment additional arms for its organized mili-
tia where that body met certain specified
training requirements.* Since that time the
organized militia of the states has been the
National Guard (and the Naval Militia) ¢
and the remaining eligible manpower forms
“the unorganized militia" which has no
status until members are called into the Na-
tional Guard under state or federal law (see
10 U.8.C. 811). This distinction between the
organized militla known as the National
Guard (or the Naval Militia) and the unor-
ganized reserve is followed in state laws. For
example, see New York—Military Law § 2;
Pennsylvania—51 P.S. §§ 1-202, 1-203; Vir-
ginia—§ 44-1; and Texas-Verons Ann. Civ,
St. Art. 5765.

It appears from the foregoing that for
nearly a century and a half Congress has
provided for the arming of the enrolled, or-
ganized militia, the arms being similar to or
identical with those provided to the defense
forces, and that for at least the past half
century no member of the organized militia
has been required or permitted to supply his
own arms’® Moreover, during almost all of
the twentieth century the only organized
militia has been the National Guard, and
since 1914 the Naval Militia. These may con-
sequently be described as the “well regulated
militia” of the present day.

Since the “well regulated militia" referred
to in the Second Amendment is the subject
of a compatible network of special federal
and state laws and since the proposed
amendments to the Federal Firearms Act ex-
empt from their application activities by
federal and state authorities, it is evident
that the Second Amendment is no obstacle
to the passage of the amendments, However,
because the Second Amendment refers to
“the right of the people to keep and bear
arms’ it is sometimes argued that this con-
cept impedes federal legislation even if it be
conceded that the Second Amendment re-
lates only to the organized militia. For this
reason this memorandum provides an anal-
ysls of this concept.

(D) THE CONCEPT OF THE RIGHT OF THE
PEOPLE TO BEAR ARMS

While the Constitution cannot be sald to
be the source of a right to keep and bear
arms, its wording indicates that a pre-
existing right was recognized. A majority of
court decisions, both state and federal, as-

Aug. 10, 1956, c. 1041, T0A Stat. 615 (32 U.S.C.
710(a)).
'I"?:; Act of Jan. 21, 1903, c. 196, § 1, 32 Stat.
4 The organized Naval Militla was created
in 1014; see Act of Feb. 18, 1914, c. 21, 38
Stat. 283; it was to be composed of state
Naval Militia which had been established in
some of the states approximately beginning
in 1880 and thereafter; see H. Rept. 94 and
8. Rept. 167, 63d Cong, and 10 U.S.C. 7851,
1 As early as December 1807, Congress rec-
ognized that the requirement that militia-
men provide their own weapons (see foot-
note 2) had not been adhered to in many
parts of the United States (17 Annals of Con-
gress 1040-1041). In 1903 this 1792 require-
ment that each enrolled militiaman provide
his own “musket or firelock” was finally re-
pealed (Act of Jan. 21, 1903, c. 196, § 25, 32
Stat. 775, 780). It was then recognized that
even the requirement of enrollment had been
obsolete for over one hundred years (H. Rept.
1094, 57th Cong., 11).
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sume without discussion or determination
of the issue that the right to bear arms
exists in the people as individuals either
because it is deemed to be a natural right or
because conferred by state constitutions.

However, it 1s well settled, that there is
nothing inherent in the right making it ab-
solute. Inasmuch as “arms" is traditionally a
military term and the statement of the right
in the federal and several state constitutions
is connected with the necessity for a well reg-
ulated militia, it has been concluded that, if
such a right is personal in nature, it is at
least restricted to members of a well reg-
ulated or, synonymously, organized state
militia. “The word 'arms’ in the connection
we find it in the Constitution of the United
States, refers to the arms of a militiaman
or soldier, and the word is used in its mili-
tary sense.” English v. The State, 35 Texas
473, 477 (1872). *“[T]he provision in ques-
tion [the counterpart to the Second Amend-
ment in the Bill of Rights of Kansas] applies
only to the right to bear arms as a member
of the state militia, or some other military
organization provided for by law.” City of
Salina v. Blaksley, 72 Kan. 230, 83 Pac. 619,
6820 (1905). (Brackets supplied.)

While a few older state cases went so far
as to hold that all citizens had the un-
abridgable right to bear arms for self-protec-
tion as well as for militia purposes and that
a statute prohibiting the carrying of con-
cealed weapons was violative of the Second
Amendment (see Bliss v. Commonwealth, 2
Litt. (Ky.) 90, 13 Am. Dec. 251 (1822) ), that
point of view is virtually extinct. The Su-
preme Court stated as an axiom in 1897 that
the Second Amendment “is not infringed by
laws prohibiting the carrying of concealed
weapons,” Robertson v, Baldwin, 165 U.S. 275,
282. The overwhelming majority of state cases
follow the doctrine expressed in Common-
wealth v. Murphy, 4¢ N.E. 138 (Mass. 1896),
that “it has been almost universally held that
the legislature may regulate and limit the
mode of carrying arms.” Therefore, a state
statute regulating, and in certain instances
prohibiting, the carrying of enumerated
deadly weapons is not repugnant to the
Second Amendment or its counterpart in the
state's constitution,. English v. State, 35 Texas
473 (1872). Likewise, an act prohibiting the
carrylng of revolvers without a license does
not violate elther the federal or state consti-
tution; mneither does a state law forbidding
possession of concealed weapons, Strickland
v. State, 72 8.E. 260 (Ga. 1911); Haile v. State,
38 Ark. 564 (1882).

Moreover, no body of citizens other than
the organized state militia, or other military
organization provided for by law, may be
said to have a constitutional right to bear
arms. City of Salina v. Blaksley, 72 Kan. 230,
83 Pac. 619 (1906) ; Presser v. Illinois, 116 U.S.
252 (1886).

The modern tendency among judges and
legal scholars is to regard the right to bear
arms as existing in narrowly limited circum-
stances, The present state of the law con-
cedes at the most that *the Second Amend-
ment only forbids Congress so to disarm
citizens as to prevent them from functioning
as state milltiamen.” ® If this statement ac-
curately reflects the prevailing trend of the
law, it follows that any act of Caongress which
does not in fact prevent an eligible citizen
from functioning as a state militiaman is not
proscribed by the Second Amendment.

The preceding discussion and conclusion
are based on what many courts assume to be
true, that the right to bear arms as referred
t0 in the Constitution is personal in nature.
However, respectable authority supports the
view that the Second Amendment merely af-
firms the right of the states to organize and
maintain militia. That is, it applies to “the

* McEenna, “The Right to Keep and Bear
Arms,” 12 Marq. L. Rev. 138, 143 (1928).
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people” as the body politic of each state?
Support for this is found in English history.1®

Severul early cases suggested that the right
to bear arms “is one of those rights reserved
to the States.” ¥ In Aymette v. State, 21 Tenn.
154, 168 (1840), the court declared, “The
single individual . . . is not spoken of or
thougat of as ‘bearing arms'."” People ex rel.
Leo v. Hill, 126 N.Y. 497, 27 N.E. 789, T90
(1891), contains language of similar import:
“The power to control and organize the mili-
tla resided in the several states at the time
of the adoption of the Constitution of the
United States and was not taken away by
that instrument.”

The leading case of City of Salina v. Blaks-
ley, 72 Kan. 230, 83 Pac. 619 (1905), has been
interpreted as going so far as “expressly to
decide that the word ‘people’ means only the
collective body and that individual rights are
not protected by the constitutional clause.”
McEenna, “The Right to EKeep and Bear
Arms,” 12 Marq. L. Rev. 138, 145 (1928). Mr.
McEKenna proceeded to suggest that future
courts might say “that the states may have
their well-regulated militia even though in-
dividuals possess no weapons of their own,
provided the states supply the necessary
armament upon mobilization” (at 149). This
they do, under federal and state provisions,
as described above.

The foregoing analysis reveals that there
is nothing in the meaning, scope or applica-
tion of the Second Amendment to impede
passage of federal legislation limiting inter-
state trafic in firearms to licensed or ex-
cepted persons and prohibiting sales by licen-
sees to juveniles and convicted felons.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I referred in my earlier com-
ments to some private industries that are
recognizing their responsibility in this
area. A number of them have been re-
sponsible. A number of them have rec-
ognized their responsibility. A number
of them have adopted procedures which
are far more extensive and which might
even be considered far more harsh than
the rather basic minimal requirements
which have been suggested in title IV
and in the amendment which I offer this
afternoon.

Two of the great merchants in our
country, Montgomery Ward and Sears,
Roebuck, have announced, effective im-
mediately, that they will no longer sell
guns or ammunition to persons under 21
vears of age, or accept mail or telephone
orders for this merchandise. This policy
will apply to rifles, shotguns, air rifles,
pellet guns, and all ammunition.

Furthermore, this policy will affect
more than 4,300 Sears and Wards retail
catalog and agency stores located in. all
50 States. More than one-third of these
outlets are located west of the Missis-
sippi. In requiring firearms orders to be
filled on a person-to-person basis, in-
stead of by mail or express shipments,
the companies felt their new policy
would help enforce the registration and
delivery provisions of new and changing
State and local ordinances without inter-
ferring with the sale of guns and am-

17 See attached Appendix entitled,
Origin of the Second Amendment."”

15 Haight, “The Right to Keep and Bear
Arms,” 2 Bill of Rights Review 31-33 (1041).
Mr. Haight was Chailrman of the Bill of
Rights Committee of the American Bar As-
sociation when the article was published.
See also Emery, “The Constitutional Right
to Keep and Bear Arms,” 28 Harv. L. Rev.
473 (1915).

¥ I'bid.

“The
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munition to ranchers, farmers, hunters,
and other legitimate customers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield myself an additional
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for an additional 10 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, this decision reflects a com-
mendable dedication by Sears and
Wards to share the social responsibility
for dispersing lethal weapons. No doubt
this decsion may have some immediate
effect on sales—but given the enactment
of the administration’s gun bill—no
long-range hardship should be expe-
rienced. It is my sincere hope that the
great number of American people desir-
ing gun legislation, both gun owners
and not, will express their appreciation
to these companies for their display of
civic responsibility. It should be noted,
however, that several large department
stores have followed Sears and Wards
lead by imposing more stringent regula-
tions on their sale of guns.

It is a welcome relief to know that in
these weeks when lobbying organizations
are willing to spend several million dol-
lars to defeat even a nominally restric-
tive gun bill, that major business com-
panies as Wards and Sears, have infused
a certain needed rationality and respon-
sibility to the debates.

In this case we have private industry
and private enterprise in the wvarious
States assuming this responsibility. Evi-
dently, if there is to be some kind of fi-
nancial loss, they are prepared to assume
it because of their interest in and recog-
nition of the problem.

Time and again the statement has
been made on the floor of the Senate
that such legislation will inconvenience
and harass the public.

Montgomery Ward and Sears, Roebuck
and other distributors are not concerned
with this argument. We actually see that
this is not the case.

Sears’ and Ward’s decision to stop
mail-order sales of guns has reinforced
further what many of us have main-
tained—that the minor inconvenience
imposed on the legitimate and honest
sportsmen, hunter or hobbyists, is a small
price to pay for the disgraceful and un-
necessary bloodshed experienced pres-
ently throughout our land at the expense
of unregulated guns. N

Mr. President, I believe that many of
the comments that have been made on
the floor of the Senate today will help
to establish a solid case for the adoption
of the amendment which I have sug-
gested, together with earlier comments
made by the Senator from Connecticut,
the Senator from Maryland, and a num-
ber of other Senators, including the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York [Mr.
Javits] and other Senators on the other
side of the aisle, who, over a period of
years, have put into the REcorp extreme-
ly comprehensive commentaries, state-
ments, and indications of their own ex-
perience and their own reasons for the
support of such proposed legislation.

I believe it is appropriate at this time,
on the eve of our voting on a long gun
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amendment, to take cognizance of some
statistics in connection with this subject.

The statistics are revealing and ex-
tremely discouraging and heart rending,
but nonetheless stare us all in the face,
when we realize the death and destruc-
tion that have been brought about be-
cause of the failure of effective legisla-
tion. I should like at this time to review
some of the statistics with respect to long
guns, because the case is sometimes made
that if we have effective handgun legis-
lation this will solve the immediate prob-
lem. When one has an opportunity to re-
view these statistics, he will realize that
this is not so.

Nearly 30 percent of the firearms
murders are committed with rifle or
shotgun, and the report of misuse of
rifles and shotguns comes from local
authority.

Two thousand persons a year—it
amounts to some five persons a day—are
murdered with a rifle or a shotgun.

More than 70 police officers were slain
in the line of duty by rifles. One-quarter
of the law enforcement officers killed in
1966 were killed by long guns.

In major riots and civil disturbances,
nine policemen and 75 civilians were
killed, many victims of snipers. The use
of rifles by snipers elevates the level of
violence. :

Experience at the local level indicates
that where handguns are regulated but
not long guns, the use of long guns in
crime has increased. This has occurred,
for example, in New York City and Phila-
delphia.

Even if title IV is enacted, we can ex-
pect a corresponding increase in the
crimes of violence involving long guns;
and if we are really going to come to
grips with this problem, it is incumbent
upon us to act in the long-gun field as
well.

Mr, President, I believe that we delude
the American people when we pass just
any kind of gun legislation. Unless we
are going to pass effective gun measures,
the American people will be given a false
sense of security. Certainly, title IV, plus
the amendment we have suggested today,
supported by a number of Members of
the Senate, will provide the type of se-
curity which I believe the American peo-
ple deserve.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe that, un-
der the unanimous-consent agreement,
I am supposed to control the time on our
position; but I have advised the Senator
from Nebraska that if I am not present,
he may yield such time as he wishes in
opposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAYH
in the chair). The Senator from Ne-
braska yields 5 minutes to the Senator
from Wyoming.

BTATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF AMENDMENT 708 TO
TITLE IV, S. 917

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, today the
Senate will resolve—for all time, it is my
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earnest hope—an issue that has been a
matter of considerable concern to this
Congress and to Congresses before us.

Mr. President, the question before this
Congress at this time is simple and
clear—it is to what extent should guns
be controlled by the Federal Govern-
ment? It is not, as has been intimated,
the question of whether guns should be
regulated—we all agree that there should
be some sort of control over the proce-
dures for the sale of firearms.

The question, I repeat, is to what ex-
tent.

My distinguished colleague the senior
Senator from Connecticut has proposed
legislation that would prohibit almost
completely any interstate commerce in
firearms. It has been argued that guns
cause crime, and therefore guns should
be made hard to get. If you follow this
line of reasoning, you will argue that the
fewer guns there are, the fewer crimes
there will be.

Mr. President, I submit that such is
not the case. I submit that depriving the
general public of firearms will make lit-
tle, if any, contribution to the solution
of the crime problem in this or any other
country. For every case in which it can
be demonstrated that strict gun laws
reduce crime, there is an equally demon-
strable statistic that will show that strict
gun laws have no effect on the crime rate,
or even that, despite striect gun laws, the
crime rate continues to rise.

Mr. President, today we have up for
consideration several different ap-
proaches to gun control.

I want to make it clear that I am in
favor of tightening up regulations on the
availability of handguns, primarily so
that they can be kept out of the hands
of criminals, of juveniles not old enough
to be entrusted with them, of drug ad-
diets, of habitual drunkards, and of
other undesirables who represent a dan-
ger to society, or to themselves. The
sponsors of title IV say that this is also
their aim. But in order to accomplish it,
they would remove practically all hand-
guns from the American scene. They
would, in effect, deprive all American
citizens of their right to purchase hand-
guns, in order to keep them out of the
hands of an extremely small segment of
American society who misuse guns.

I submit that this approach is pro-
hibitive, that it is too drastic. I believe
that the cure involved in this approach
is more serious than the illness.

I also believe that it would not work.
I have no confidence in the contention
that such action would reduce crime. It
certainly would curtail outdoor recrea-
tion on the part of the legitimate sports-
men in this country, for they would wish
to adhere to the letter of the law, and
they would be greatly discouraged by
the time-consuming redtape involved
in obtaining handguns if title IV were to
be enacted.

But the ecriminals—those at whom
this legislation is purportedly aimed—
would not. They would simply not bother
to go through the legal processes of ob-
taining handguns. They do not do it to-
day, and they would not under this pro-
posal, What reason is there to believe
that a man intent on using a gun in the
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pursuit of crime, is going to go through
the process required under title IV?

There is, however, a way in which to
control the availability of handguns to
those who should not have them, and
this approach is embodied in amend-
ment No. 708, by Senator Hruska of
Nebraska. Under this amendment, which
I support as a substitute for title IV as
now written, anyone wishing to purchase
a handgun in interstate commerce would
be required to submit a sworn affidavit to
the seller attesting to his age and other
eligibility factors. This affidavit would
contain the name and address of his
chief local law enforcement officer. The
seller would re required to send a copy
of the affidavit to that local law enforce-
ment officer, who would then have up to
T days to check out the eligibility and the
qualifications of the applicant.

Mr. President, the prime way to con-
trol erime in this country is to empower
local police with the authority—and the
information—they need to prevent crime.
Laws are enforceable only when the po-
lice can act to implement them. A law
that would give the police the kind of
information that would be obtained un-
der the handgun affidavit procedure I
have outlined, would arm the police with
the tools they need to prevent sales of
handguns to criminals and others who
should not have them. To simply dry up
the legal supply of guns would make
little, if any, contribution to solving the
problem. But to inform the police of im-
pending gun sales would be to give them
what they need to control such sales.

In addition to providing a workable
solution, aimed directly at the core of the
problem, amendment No. 708 would serve
to protect the interests of legitimate
citizens who should not be denied the
right to own firearms. It would set forth,
clearly and succinetly, the criteria for
eligibility for ownership of handguns. If
it is found by investigation that a pros-
pective buyer is ineligible under one or
more of those criteria, the sale could be
halted easily before it could be com-
pleted. But if the buyer is not found to
be ineligible under those clearly defined
criteria, the police would not be per-
mitted to block the sale.

We must not lose sight of this valuable
American right. We must protect all the
rights of all our citizens, and not trample
them in our haste to correct our social
ills. We must continue to guarantee the
exercise of the rights laid down in the
Constitutior.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 5 minutes have expired. Does
the Senator request additional time?

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield
2 additional minutes to the Senator from
Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, every
year in the United States approximately
20 million Americans purchase hunting
licenses. In almost every case, a rifle or
shotgun is used for hunting.

Every year, somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of 3 million major crimes are
committed in the United States. In per-
haps 110,000 of these, a gun is involved.
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In perhaps 17,000 of these, a rifle or
shotgun is involved.

Because of 17,000 misuses of rifles or
shotguns, are we to deny an age-old right
to millions of American citizens.

These figures do not even take into
account the many millions of Americans
who own or use rifles and shotguns but
do not regularly purchase hunting li-
censes. No one knows for sure how many
such rifle or shotgun owners there are,
but for every one wio owns a rifle or
shotgun, and uses it wrongly, there are
literally hundreds of thousands who
own them and use them legitimately.

I submit that they should not be denied
their rights in a blind move to control
criminal misuse of firearms. I submit
that we should be highly discriminate in
our approach to firearms legislation in
order that it imposes restrictions only
where needed, and not indiscriminately
on the population as a whole.

We are faced today with a decision as
to how far to go in controlling guns. The
lines are clearly set forth; and the Sen-
ate, I am sure, is well informed on the
various approaches to the problem.

I urge the adoption of amendment No.
708.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr,
President, I yield 8 minutes to the Sena-
tor from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The
Senator from Maryland is recognized.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
strongly support amendment No. 786 to
title IV of S. 917, an amendment which
has been offered by my colleague Sena-
tor TypiNGs. This amendment would add
two additional sections to the State fire-
arms control assistance title so as to im-
pose some restrictions on the traffic in
all firearms, including rifles and shot-
guns. Essentially, these two provisions
would do the following: First, a federal-
ly licensed dealer could not ship a rifie
or shotgun to an individual unless that
individual had appeared in person on the
premises of the dealer; and second, a
federally licensed dealer could not sell
a long gun to a person under 18 years
of age.

There has been considerable confusion
on the subject of the control of long
guns. Although the amendment is short
and clear, many interested persons con-
tinue to assume that it would seriously
interfere with the legitimate use of fire-
arms. This is not true.

The only way I know to approach this
problem effectively is to ask four ques-
tions: What is the problem? What is the
proposed solution? What problems will
be created for law-abiding citizens if we
implement that solution? On balance, is
the proposal a good one?

In my judgment, these two very modest
provisions, when contrasted to the se-
verity of the problem and the compelling
need, produce a minimum of inconven-
ience to lawful users of firearms for a
very significant gain in control. Stated
simply, for a small price in inconven-
ience to a few, we will achieve a signifi-
cant gain in security for many.
neerﬁt me address myself first to the
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First, the whole objective of title IV
is to establish Federal control of the dis-
tribution of firearms in such a way that
State and local law-enforcement author-
ities can effectively enforce State and
local laws concerning the ownership, use,
and possession of firearms. Many States
have laws on the ownership or posses-
sion of rifles and shotguns. But we will
not have done our work, we will not have
established a Federal structure within
which these State laws can be effective, if
we omit one of the most frequent meth-
ods of obtaining firearms contrary to
State law—mail-order shipment.

Second, there can be no argument that
long guns are used exclusively by hunt-
ers, and not by criminals and mentally
disordered persons. Nearly 30 percent of
the 6,500 firearm murders in the United
States during 1966 were accomplished
with rifles or shotguns. Fifty-seven law
enforcement officers were murdered in
that year, 55 of them by firearms—and
one out of every four of these by a rifle
or shotgun. In the outbreaks of eivil dis-
order of the last few years the weapon
of the sniper has been the rifle. And it
would be a strange law that was passed
in part because of recent notorious
sniping incidents but failed to cover the
sniper’s main weapon—rifle. The as-
sassination of our President, the whole-
sale slaughter at the University of Texas,
and the tragic death of Martin Luther
King, Jr.—all these were the work of a
sniper’s rifle bullet. Yet it is proposed to
pass a law that would be irrelevant to
these events.

What are the arguments against
amendment 786? They are essentially
two: First, that the provisions would so
inconvenience legitimate hunters and
sportsmen that these citizens would be
precluded from their lawful pursuits—
and this in turn would be a loss to many
States of substantial license revenues;
and second, that to include this amend-
ment would equate concealable weapons
with rifies and shotguns—even though
the vast majority of firearms abuse in-
volves concealable weapons and hand-
guns.

I will acknowledge that under the
amendment it might be slightly more
difficult for some persons to obtain rifles
and shotguns than under present law—
or the present absence of law. I make no
apology for this admission, for that is
obviously the whole point of the amend-
ment. But just who would be inconven-
ienced, and to what degree, is a question
that has been answered too often in
exaggerated generalities.

I have many friends who are hunters,
and I myself like to hunt. Let me just
talk about a number of examples of
typical hunting excursions and see ex-
actly where this great inconvenience is:

Many hunters already own their own
rifies or shotguns. Is there anything in
this bill that would preclude such a per-
son from taking his rifle or shotgun any-
where in the country, using it for lawful
hunting purposes, and bringing it back
home? No.

Many hunters and sportsmen who do
not already own their rifle or shotgun,
like to purchase these weapons out of
State, perhaps where they have gone
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hunting. Is there anything in this bill
which would preclude them from buying
over the counter a rifle or shotgun any-
where in the country? No.

Many hunters like to buy their am-
munition over the counter out of State,
or in-State, or even have it shipped to
them from out of State. Is there any-
thing in this bill which would in any way
interfere with their access to ammuni-
tion for their rifles or shotguns? No.

Many hunters like to buy from or sell
guns to their hunting friends, or perhaps
trade firearms. Is there anything in this
bill which would preclude such a person
from trading his shotgun for another
man's rifle, even if the other man is
from out of State. No.

Many hunters and sportsmen like to
have access to all types of firearms, in-
cluding those of foreign manufacture. Is
there anything in this bill that would
prohibit an individual from importing a
foreign manufactured rifle or shotgun
for sporting purposes? No.

Many hunters and sportsmen like to be
able to order from a catalog their rifles
and shotguns so that they will be sure
to obtain as large a variety of weapons
as possible. Is there anything in this bill
which would preclude a hunter or sports-
man from ordering through a catalog a
rifle or shotgun? No—so long as the rifle
or shotgun was delivered through a local
licensed dealer.

The case that is frequently cited as
being most inconvenienced by this
amendment is that of a person who lives
in a place so remote that he cannot ap-
pear at a dealer's place of business to
pick up his rifle or shotgun. Such a per-
son would have to live so far away from
everybody else that I cannot believe there
are very many of them. Except for Ha-
wail, no State in the Union has less than
500 licensed dealers now, and sparsely
populated States, which tend to be States
with a high rate of firearms use, tend
to have a much higher per capita inci-
dence of dealers. These dealers need not
be exclusively in the firearms business.
The local hardware store, or feedstore,
or general store would likely be a fire-
arms dealer as well.

Certainly amendment 786 does not
equate long guns with concealable weap-
ons. There is a very legitimate reason
for distinguishing between the treatment
of long guns and the treatment of hand-
guns—and that is that it is very diffi-
cult to be inconspicuous in carrying a
long gun, so that it is not as frequently
used in the commission of erime. So it is
perfectly appropriate for title IV, as
amended by amendment No. 786, to dis-
tinguish between these two classes of
firearms. And that is exactly what the
title thus amended would do: the title
would prohibit purchase of handguns
out of the State of one’s residence—
but there would be no such prohibition
on the purchase of long guns out of the
State of one’s residence; the title would
prohibit interstate shipments of hand-
guns to unlicensed nonresidents—
amendment 786 would permit such ship-
ment of long guns so long as the recipient
had appeared at the dealer’s premises;
the title would prohibit transporting into
one’s State of residence a handgun pur-
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chased or otherwise acquired outside of
that State—but no such prohibition
would apply to rifles or shotguns.

Finally, let me make a few comments
about the second provision in amend-
ment 786, which would prohibit sales of
rifles and shotguns to persons under 18
years of age. This is a very sensible pro-
vision, to which I think there can be very
little objection. First, it does not pro-
hibit the use or possession of rifles or
shotguns by children under 18—it only
prohibits a federally licensed dealer
from selling these weapons to children
under 18. Thus, if a father had worked
with his son to teach him how to prop-
erly handle a rifle or shotgun, it would be
perfectly permissible under Federal law
for the father to give his son such a
weapon. But the Federal Government has
a responsibility to control the unilimited
access to these weapons by juveniles, so
that parents and guardians and other in-
terested persons will be able to protect
or control the juveniles.

I might mention that the substitute
amendment offered by Senator HrUsKA
also includes a provision restricting ac-
cess to rifles and shotguns by children
under 18. That provision precludes a
common or contract carrier from deliv-
ering a rifle or shotgun to a child under
18. Amendment 786 goes to the heart of
the matter, and prohibits a federally li-
censed dealer from selling such weapons
to juveniles. But there should be little
controversy over the fact that there is
Federal responsibility and a Federal in-
terest in restricting access to firearms by
juveniles.

I can only conclude, Mr. President,
that the good that would derive from pas-
sage of this amendment is so much
greater than any possible inconvenience
to any legitimate user of rifles or shot-
guns that there is no reason at all why
this amendment should not be adopted.
In many respects I would like to see it
go further. But at the very least we
should take this amendment with its
very reasonable and sensible controls
over the presently almost unrestricted
traffic in rifles and shotguns.

Mr. President, we need not look far to
see the need for strong gun control legis-
lation. Just yesterday in this city, a mer-
chant was shot to death in his store. He
was the fourth merchant slain in the
past 15 days.

The members of the business commu-
nity of this city, of every city—indeed,
citizens everywhere—are tired of the law-
lessness on the streets. They rightly de-
mand action to curb crime. They de-
mand better police protection. They de-
mand gun controls. These controls must
be all-encompassing, to include rifles and
shotguns as well as the hand weapons.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield to the Senator from
Florida such time as he may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida may proceed.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 contains four substantive
titles. Title I is the administration’s
Safe Streets and Crime Control Act,
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originally introduced by Senator Mc-
CLELLAN more than a year ago on behalf
of President Johnson. Title II contains a
series of provisions seeking to overrule
certain recent decisions of the Supreme
Court and to limit the appellate and
habeas corpus jurisdiction of the Su-
preme Court and lower Federal courts.
Title III establishes a system of elec-
tronic surveillance by Federal and State
law-enforcement officers acting under
court order. Title IV contains a series of
provisions regulating the sale of hand-
guns in interstate commerce and through
the mails. Title V of the bill consists of
a technical provision—a general sever-
ability clause, applicable in the event one
or another provision of the bill is held
unconstitutional.

I wish to speak at length at this time
of title I of S. 917, and also to discuss
briefly title IV of the bill.

I wholeheartedly endorse title I. Its
provisions offers a major program of
urgently needed Federal financial as-
sistance to State and local governments
to improve and strengthen all aspects of
their systems of law enforcement and
criminal justice. Title I will become the
heart of our national strategy against
crime in the United States. Under it, the
Federal Government can seek to create
and guide the allocation of new resources
to law enforcement, consistent with our
historical conviction that law enforce-
ment in our Nation must continue to be
primarily a State and local responsi-
bility. Crime is essentially a State and
local problem that must be dealt with
by State and local governments.

At the same time however, lawlessness
in the United States is a national phe-
nomenon that reaches into every section
of the country. The Crime Commission
found that there are many problems in
the war against crime that State and
local governments cannot solve on their
own. Therefore, a major program of Fed-
eral finanecial assistance is both necessary
and appropriate to support and encour-
age greater efforts by State and local
governments to find new answers to the
problem of crime.

We are all well aware of the serious
problem that crime presents to our so-
ciety. Since 1940 the crime rate in the
Nation has doubled. It has increased five
times as fast as our population since
1958. In dollars, the cost of crime runs
to tens of billions annually, The human
costs are simply not measurable.

We must identify and eliminate the
causes of criminal activity wherever they
lie, whether deep in the environment
around us or in the nature of individual
men. The administration is presently
doing a great deal to combat poverty and
improve education, health, welfare, hous-
ing, and recreation, These measures are
vital, but erime will not wait while we
pull it up by the roots. The active war
against crime calls for vast improve-
ments in our system of law enforcement.
We must give new priority to improving
our police, courts, and corrections.

In July 1965, President Johnson ap-
pointed the National Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice. At the conclusion of its study in
February 1967, the Commission published
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a thorough reporti—"“The Challenge of
Crime in a Free Society’—summarizing
its research in detail. Subsequently, the
Commission issued nine task force vol-
umes analyzing specific problems in law
enforcement, and five additional research
studies. The studies of the Crime Com-
mission are a landmark in crime re-
search. They represent the most com-
prehensive analysis of the problem of
crime in the history of our country. They
precisely document the immense need
for reform in all aspects of our law en-
forcement system.

The Commission found that criminal
behavior permeates every segment of
American society. The Commission re-
ported that in the United States today,
one boy in six is referred to a juvenile
court. In 1965, more than 2 million Amer-
icans were received in prisons or juvenile
training schools, or placed on probation.
The Commission estimated that about 40
percent of all male children now living
in the United States will be arrested for
a nontraffic offense at some time during
their lives. In a sample of 1,700 persons,
91 percent admitted they had committed
acts for which they might have received
jail or prison sentences.

We are all familiar with some of the
most dramatic findings of the Crime
Commission, especially those as to the
widespread fear of crime among our citi-
zens: 43 percent of the population of high
crime areas in two large cities said they
stay off the streets at night because of
their fear of crime; 35 percent said they
do not speak to strangers any more be-
cause of their fear of crime; 21 percent
said they use cars and cabs at night be-
cause of their fear of crime; 20 percent
sald they would like to move to another
neighborhood because of their fear of
crime.

The Commission’s report emphasized
the urgent need for the Federal Govern-
ment to embark immediately on a pro-
gram of financial and technological as-
sistance to State and local governments
to combat the rising incidence of crime.
The Commission clearly recognized that
day-to-day law enforcement is primarily
a State and local responsibility, but it
insisted that the Federal Government’s
contribution fto any national -effort
against erime would be crucial. President
Johnson acted immediately on the rec-
ommendations of the Crime Commission.
In February 1967, he submitted to Con-
gress the Safe Streets and Crime Control
Act of 1967.

That bill, the essential features of
which are incorporated in title I of
S. 917, is designed to implement the
eight major needs documented by the
Crime Commission:

First. State and local planning in law
enforcement.

Second. Education and training of law
enforcement personnel.

Third. Surveys and advisory services
to improve the organization and opera-
tion of law-enforcement agencies.

Fourth. Development of coordinated
national erime information systems.

Fifth. Development of demonstration
programs in law-enforcement agencies.

Sixth. A program of scientific and
technological research and development
in all areas related to law enforcement.
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Seventh. The establishment of insti-
tutes for research and for the training
of personnel.

Eighth. Grants-in-aid for operational
innovations and action programs in law
enforcement.

Title I is divided into five principal
parts:

Part A provides for the administration
of the program by a bipartisan, three-
member entity to be called the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration.

Part B provides grants to States and
local governments to prepare and de-
velop comprehensive law enforcement
plans.

Part C provides grants to States and
local governments for action programs
to implement their law enforcement
plans and to improve and strengthen
all aspects of law enforcement.

Part D provides grants to public
agencies, institutions of higher educa-
tion, and private organizations for train-
ing, education, research and development
in all areas related to law enforcement.

Part E contains general requirements
and administrative provisions applicable
to the overall grant program. It au-
thorizes the appropriation of $100,111,000
for the first year of operation of the
program, and $300,000,000 for the second
year. Eventually, the Federal Govern-
ment’s contribution to law enforcement
may well reach the level of $1 billion per
year.

I believe that the major provisions of
title I will repay the careful attention of
Members of the Senate.

Part A provides that the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration will be
located within the Department of Justice,
under the general authority of the At-
torney General. Under title I, the At-
torney General will not have the power to
approve or disapprove particular grant
applications, but, rather, his authority
will be limited to overall policy guidance
of the lorg-range affairs of the Admin-
istration. The head of the Administra-
tion will be the Administrator of Law
Enforcement Assistance, who will have a
rank equivalent to that of an Assistant
Attorney General in the Department.
The Administrator will be assisted by two
Associate Administrators of Law En-
forcement Assistance.

Under part B of title I, Federal grants
of up to 80 percent will be available to
help State and local governments pre-
pare, develop, or revise comprehensive
law enforcment plans. In accordance
with the recommendations of the Na-
tional Crime Commission, title I is
grounded squarely in the premise that
planning must be a prerequisite for Fed-
eral assistance to State and local action
programs to improve law enforcement.
Adequate planning will insure that new
expenditures are properly allocated and
that appropriate priorities are estab-
lished. In addition, planning will encour-
age cooperation and joint efforts by con-
tiguous or overlapping jurisdictions, and
will help to coordinate the three princi-
pal types of agencies in our over-all sys-
tem of law enforcement and criminal
justice—the police, courts, and correc-
tions.

Part C of title I offers Federal grants
of up to 60 percent to State and local
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governments for action programs to im-
plement their law enforcement plans
and improve all aspects of their law en-
forcement systems. As the new statutory
program matures, the major share of
Federal financial assistance to State and
local governments will inevitably take
place through the action grants under
part C.

Grants under part C are intended to
cover the entire spectrum of law en-
forcement and criminai justice. They
will emphasize such priority areas as
first, specialized training, education and
recruitment programs, including intense
training in such critical areas as or-
ganized crime, riot control, police-com-
munity relations, and the development
of police tactical squads; second, mod-
ernization of equipment, including port-
able two-way radios for patrol cars, new
alarm systems, and improved laboratory
instrumentation for applying advanced
techniques in identification; third, broad
programs for the reorganization of per-
sonnel structures and the coordination
and consolidation of overlapping law en-
forcement and criminal justice agencies;
fourth, advanced techniques for re-
habilitating offenders, including the
establishment of vocational prerelease
guidance in jails, work-release programs
and community-based corrections faecili-
ties; fifth, high-speed systems for col-
lecting and transmitting information to
police, prosecutors, courts, and correc-
tions agencies; and, sixth, crime pre-
vention programs in schools, colleges,
welfare agencies, and other institutions.

Part D of title I will promote new pro-
grams of training, education, research,
and development in all areas related to
law enforcement. One of the most dis-
turbing disclosures of the Crime Com-
mission is that the modern scientific
and technological revolution that has so
radically changed so much of American
life has had remarkably little impact on
our system of law enforcement. Industry,
medicine, and the military and other
agencies of government draw heavily on
branches of science and technology, but
our police, courts, and corrections per-
sist in treating today’s problems with
yesterday's techniques. Part D of title
I is intended to remedy this serious
deficiency by establishing a major law
enforcement research institute within the
Federal Government—a National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice. Consistent with the basic im-
portance attached to training and re-
search in law enforcement, the Insti-
tute is authorized to make Federal grants
of up to 100 percent to public agencies
and private organizations for research
activities.

ORGANIZED CRIME

No program to improve and strengthen
law enforcement in the United States
can succeed unless it comes to grips with
a problem of immense magnitude in our
society—the problem of organized crime.
‘We have always had organized crime and
corruption. But organized crime today
transcends the crime known to us in
the past. Our present criminal laws and
procedures are inadequate to cope with
it. These hard-core groups have be-
come more than just loose associations
of criminals. As the Crime Commission
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found, they have developed into huge
corporations of corruption. They are in-
volved in the importation, distribution
and sale of narcotics, in loan sharking, in
labor racketeering, in gambling, and in
a wide variety of other offenses. They
have also penetrated many legitimate
businesses and unions. In some cities,
they dominate juke box and vending ma-
chine distribution, laundry services, lig-
uor and beer distribution, night clubs,
food wholesaling, record manufacturing,
the garment industry, garbage collec-
tion, and a host of other lines.

The Crime Commission found that or-
ganized crime flourishes best only in a
climate of political and official corrup-
tion. Today’s corruption is less visible,
more subtle, and, therefore, more diffi-
cult to detect and assess than the cor-
ruption of earlier eras. With the expan-
sion of governmental regulation of pri-
vate and business activity, the power to
corrupt has given organized crime im-
mense control over matters affecting our
everyday lives. At various times in the
past, organized crime was a dominant
political force in such metropolitan cen-
ters as New York, Chicago, New Orleans,
and even Miami. Political leaders, legis-
lators, police officers, prosecutors and
judges have been tainted and corrupted
by organized erime. The public is the vic-
tim, because there can be no true liberty
or justice under a corrupt government.

To combat organized erime, the Crime
Commission made several specific recom-
mendations:

First. Each attorney general in a State
where organized crime exists should
form a unit of attorneys and investi-
gators to gather information and assist
in prosecutions for such criminal activity.

Second. Police departments in all ma-
jor cities should have a special intelli-
gence unit devoted solely to ferreting out
organized criminal activity and to col-
lecting information regarding the pos-
sible entry of organized crime into the
illegal local operations or into legitimate
businesses in the area.

Third. The prosecutor’s office in every
major city should have sufficient man-
power assigned fulltime to organized
crime cases.

Fourth. The Department of Justice
should provide financial assistance to en-
courage the development of efficient sys-
tems for regional intelligence gathering,
collection and dissemination. Through
financial assistance and provisions of se-
curity clearance, the Department should
also sponsor and encourage research by
the many relevant disciplines, regarding
the nature, development, activities, and
organization of these special criminal
groups.

Title I offers major Federal support to
implement these recommendations in
practice, Part C specifically requires the
Attorney General to give special em-
phasis to action grants for programs to
control organized crime, and provides
that Federal grants may be used to pay
up to 75 percent of the cost of such pro-
grams.

GRANTS TO STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

I wish especially to emphasize the pro-
visions of Title I that make grants avail-
able not only to State governments, but
to local governments as well.
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The primary goal in any Federal grant
program such as that offered in Title I
is to move the money to the place where
it will do the most good, and to do so
quickly and efficiently. Title I of 8. 917
accomplishes this goal by maintaining
the broadest possible flexibility for grants
to both States and local governments
under the program. Nothing would more
seriously impede the development of the
new Federal program than the adoption
of the controversial bloc grant amend-
ment, which would impose a straitjacket
on law enforcement by requiring all
grants to local law enforcement to be
channeled solely through State govern-
ments.

I oppose the bloc grant amendment,
because I believe it fails to meet the
single most urgent need in our country
today in the war against crime—the need
for immediate financial assistance to law
enforcement in our major metropolitan
areas. The proponents of the bloc grant
amendment are on unsound ground when
they say that it preserves the position
of the States in our Federal system of
government. On the contrary, this argu-
ment ignores the fundamental reality
that has become all too obvious in recent
weeks—it is in our great urban centers
that the most difficult battles in the war
against crime are being fought, and
where the need for financial assistance
to law enforcement and eriminal justice
is most acute.

We must never forget that law en-
forcement in the United States is pri-
marily a local responsibility; 90 percent
of the 348,000 State and local police
officers in the Nation are employed by
county and municipal police agencies; 72
percent of the total State and local ex-
penditures for law enforcement are made
by local governments. Whatever the role
of the States in other areas, such as
housing, transportation, education, and
the like, State-level involvement in law
enforcement has traditionally and prop-
erly been extremely limited.

In addition, the bloc grant amendment
will sow seeds of frustration and partisan
politics in the new Federal program. It
will encourage political rivalry between
Governors and mayors, and between
urban and rural areas. If there is one
thing we do not need at the present time,
it is to play politics with the war on
crime.

Equally serious, the bloc grant amend-
ment would impose unnecessary and dis-
astrous delays on metropolitan areas in
their struggle against erime. To be sure,
the amendment, as considered by the
Judiciary Committee, contains an in-
flexible requirement that 75 percent of
the Federal funds granted to a State
must be made available to local govern-
ments. But by giving the State govern-
ments domination over the utilization of
the funds, the States will inevitably tend
to overemphasize State level activities in
law enforcement, such as courts and cor-
rections, and underemphasize local-level
activities such as police.

The true irony of the bloc grant
amendment is that its proponents, who
urge so vehemently in other respects that
its primary emphasis should be on im-
proving the police, are also urging the
adoption of the single amendment that
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is most likely to defeat their goal of aid-
ing the police, since the real danger of
the bloc grant amendment is that the
States will bypass the cities and counties.
And if our cities and counties are by-
passed, it is the police who will suffer
most, because the police function is so
overwhelming the responsibility of the
cities and counties of the Nation.

I strongly believe that the financial
assistance to be made available under
title I must bé provided to both State
and local governments on the most flexi-
ble basis possible, in order to meet the
entire range of law-enforcement needs
at all levels of government.

In addition, the bloc grant approach
will cause severe delays in providing
such assistance. As the bloc grant
amendment makes clear, a State may
take up to 6 months to apply for a plan-
ning grant, and another 6 months to ap-
ply for action grants to implement the
plan. Thus, up to an entire year may be
wasted by a State in applying for a
planning grant and obtaining action
grants, not to mention the additional
lengthy delays required to obtain the ac-
tion funds and put them into operation.

TITLE IV

I wish to speak next of the provisions
of title IV of S. 917. The specific language
of title IV consists essentially of a series
of provisions, long overdue, regulating
the sale and distribution of handguns.
I am convinced, however, that title IV
must not stop with coverage of handguns,
but also include adequate provisions to
restrict the sale and distribution of rifles
and shotguns.

We have talked for a long time about
fighting crime in our Nation. Gun con-
trol legislation is an opportunity to de-
prive the criminals in our midst of their
principal weapons. We can no longer ne-
glect the tens of thousands of robberies,
assaults, and murders committed every
year with such weapons. It is disastrous
enough that we are plagued with riots in
our cities, but it is far worse to have our
police and firemen disabled by snipers
armed with weapons they should not
have.

Crime in the United States is a prob-
lem of enormous complexity. I firmly be-
lieve that financial assistance programs
of the sort provided in title I of S. 917
offer what is by far the best approach to
this problen. in the long run. I also be-
lieve, however, that of all the various
types of assistance to law enforcement
that Congress has it within its power to
provide over the short run, none offers
such quick and substantial assistance to
public safety as the simple enactment of
effective gun control legislation.

We are no longer a frontier society in
which a eitizen must be armed for protec-
tion. We are a highly technical and ur-
banized Nation. It is a simple fact of life
in the 20th century that guns are exten-
sively used to commit crimes. It is, there-
fore, imperative to control the indiscrimi-
nate flow of firearms to those who use
them to break the law.

As President Johnson stated in his
recent crime message:

To pass strict firearms control laws at every
level of government is an act of simple pru-
dence and a measure of a civilized soclety.
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There is no doubt that existing Federal
and local firearms laws cannot do the
job. The Federal laws provide little con-
trol over mail-order sales. Even the most
stringent local laws are all too easily
avoided by ordering firearms from an-
other jurisdiction, either through the
channels of interstate commerce or
through the mails, Title IV is aimed sole-
ly at more effective control over inter-
state and foreign commerce in these
deadly weapons. Action is long overdue.
Further delay is unconscionable. Title IV
gives us the chance to act, and to act now.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me some time?

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield
15 minutes on the amendment to the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, without dis-
pute, the greatest domestic problem now
confronting this country is a soaring
crime rate. Responsible citizens now rec-
ognize that the crime problem has
reached such proportions that immediate
action is required to control or prevent
behavior that threatens the public order
and security of this Nation.

Mr. President, consider if you will, that
in 1967 there was a forcible rape every
23 minutes, a robbery every 415 minutes,
an assault every 2% minutes, a car theft
every minute, and a burglary every 27
seconds. The resulting monetary loss is
authoritatively estimated to be at least
$27 billion. Of course, there is no way of
adequately measuring the pain, misery,
fear, and suffering inflicted upon the in-
nocent victims of crime.

The problem and its complexity in our
modern industrial-technological society
are obvious. Equally obvious is the neces-
sity for prompt and efficient action now
to afford adequate protection for our lives
and property. With this in mind, careful
consideration is being given by the Con-
gress to several bills now under consid-
eration to accomplish, through legisla-
tion, increased Federal assistance in such
critical areas as narcotics and drug
abuse, police organization, judicial ad-
ministration, State detention and correc-
tional agencies, organized crime, research
in the prevention and control of crime,
and firearms control.

It is to this final topic, firearms control,
which has generated much debate and
emotion, that I direct my remarks.

During recent years, the increasing
crime rate, the assassination of a Presi-
dent, and the rioting in our cities have
caused the Congress to take another look
at the possession and use of firearms to
determine if increased regulation would
be in the national interest. The legisla~
tion which has thus far been proposed
has fallen generally into two categories:
First, the greatly restrictive type of legis-
lation such as S. 1, amendment No. 90
and title IV of 8. 917; and, second, the
more moderate bills which have been
introduced by several Members of the
House of Representatives, and S. 1853
and S. 1854 inftroduced by Senator
Hruska. These two bills have been in-
corporated into the provisions of Amend-
ment No. 708.

S. 1, as amended, and H.R. 5384 provide
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express restrictions on the shipment of
any firearms, including shotguns and
rifies, in interstate commerce. They pro-
hibit the interstate mail-order sale, ex-
cept between federally licensed dealers,
of all firearms including handguns, shot-
guns, and rifles, and military surplus
weapons. They prohibit the over-the-
counter sale of handguns to nonresidents.
Also, the bills contain elaborate licensing
procedures and increased fees for fire-
arms dealers, manufacturers, and im-
porters.

Senator Hruska's amendment provides
for an affidavit procedure for mail-order
and nonresident over-the-counter sales
of handguns, because it is felt that hand-
guns are the principal tools of eriminals.
Included in the bill is a ban on the mail-
order delivery of such guns to those under
21 years.

After careful consideration of the vari-
ous bills and of available crime statistics,
and after weighing the utility of the pro-
posed controls against the threatened
infringement upon individual and con-
stitutional rights, the conclusion is in-
escapable that comprehensive Federal
controls on the availability of all fire-
arms is unwarranted and unnecessary.
I, therefore, support the less restrictive
but effective provisions.

As I see it, apart from the constitu-
tional question, there are two policy con-
siderations which must be balanced in
the study of any firearms legislation, and
they are: First, the problem of increas-
ing crime in our country, and how it
will be affected by legislation restricting
the purchase of firearms; and second,
the lawful use and enjoyment of firearms
by the 40 million citizens who own them,
and the effect such legislation would have
on such lawful use of firearms as recrea-
tional shooting, including hunting, and
personal protection.

I strongly believe that firearms should
be kept from those who would misuse
them; however, we have a recent ex-
ample of how difficult it is to keep weap-
ons from the hands of those who would
break the law. A substantial number of
guns that were used during the riots
which have swept our large cities were
stolen, not purchased, from local sport-
ing goods stores and pawnshops.

If I felt that extreme legislation such
as title IV would prevent the commission
of serious crimes, I would have to sup-
port it; but commonsense tells us that a
criminal who sets out to commit a seri-
ous assault will not be deterred by a law
which says he cannot have a gun in his
possession. The fact is that guns are used
in only a small percentage of serious
crimes. A Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion survey shows that in 1966 only 3.4
percent of the 3,243,000 serious crimes
committed in the United States were
committed with firearms. These FBI fig-
ures show that guns of all types were
used in only 19 percent of aggravated
assaults, while knives and razors were
used in approximately 34 percent of the
total, blunt instruments accounted for
22 percent, and miscellaneous and per-
sonal weapons completed the total. Also,
a report by a Wisconsin State agency in-
dicates that the murder rate in those
States that regulate firearms is no lower
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than the rate in those States that have
no such regulation. And so it seems that
the regulation of firearms could solve
only a small part of the crime problem.

I must concede, however, that even
though guns are used in a small percent-
age of serious crimes, the argument for
gun legislation would be meritorious if
gun legislation would, in fact, keep guns
from ecriminals and save lives. While I
feel that hardened criminals and po-
tential criminals with no records would
still be able to obtain a large percentage
of their firearms needs no matter how
stringent our legislation might be, I have
decided that the benefits to be derived
from legislation designed to restrict the
sale of handguns are significant enough
to warrant the expense, the restriction,
and the interference which would be im-
posed by such legislation upon the lawful
users of these firearms. There is little
doubt that handguns are the principal
tools of criminals. For example, during
1966, 60 percent of the willful killings in
the United States were committed with
firearms and 70 percent of these gun
murders resulted from handguns. Of the
19 percent of aggravated assaults re-
ferred to in the previous paragraph which
were committed with firearms, it has
been estimated by the FBI that at least
two-thirds of these were committed
with handguns. Additionally, by far the
largest percentage of armed robberies
are committed with handguns. And so it
appears to me that the firearms problem
is primarily reduced to one of adequately
controlling the misuse of handguns.

It also appears quite logical to me that
rifles and shotguns belong in a separate
category, exempt from the controls
placed on handguns. The handgun, be-
cause of its physical characteristics, its
easy concealability, is the weapon most
often utilized by the criminal element.
On the other hand, rifles and shotguns,
both by custom and heritage, are the
firearms of the sportsman. Subjecting
both categories of firearms to the same
requirement seems no more logical to me
than placing identical controls on ships
and automobiles.

For this reason, and with the firm re-
solve that the substantial segment of our
society that lives in rural and semirural
areas should not be denied the oppor-
tunity to purchase firearms for recrea-
tional use or personal protection, or be
subjected to exorbitant taxes and extra
costs connected with such purchases, I
favor amendment No. 708 which exempts
rifles and shotguns from the affidavit
and notification requirement which it
imposes upen the mail order and non-
resident over-the-counter sales of hand-
guns.

Mr. President, I should like to empha-
size that the forward-looking, positive
program embodied in amendment No.
708, specifically would include the fol-
lowing features:

First. It would require that no manu-
facturer or dealer may ship any fire-
arm in interstate commerce to any per-
son in violation of State or appropriate
local law.

Second. It would provide that no per-
son may transport or receive in his place
of residence a firearm acquired by him
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outside the State if such acquisition or
possession is unlawful in the place of his
residence.

Third. It would require that no car-
rier may deliver any handgun to a per-
son under 21 years of age or longgun to
persons under 18.

Fourth. It would require that the pur-
chaser of a handgun in interstate com-
merce make an affidavit of eligibility
which is filed with the purchaser’s local
law-enforcement agency, and that the
seller wait at least 1 week before ship-
ping the handgun to the purchaser.

Amendment No. 708 has received the
full support of not only hunters and
sportsmen but also a substantial part of
the American public, including the ap-
proval of all of the major gun and wild-
life organizations, such as the National
Rifle Association, the National Shooting
Sports Foundation, the Sporting Arms
Manufacturing Institute, the National
Wildlife Federation, and the Wildlife
Management Institute, and others.

Mr. President, at this time, I would
like to express my strong support for
part B of amendment No. 708 to amend
the National Firearms Act to strictly
regulate the making or transfer of so-
called destructive devices such as bazoo-
kas, mortars, bombs, grenades, rockets,
and field ordnance. The bill would place
these devices under the same restrictions
and requirements that apply to machine-
guns, sawed-off shotguns and sawed-off
rifles under the National Firearms Act—
often known as the Machinegun Act. It
is generally conceded that destructive
devices have no legitimate sporting pur-
pose and ought to be strictly regulated.
Because of the effectiveness of the Na-
tional Firearms Act in strictly controlling
machineguns and sawed-off rifles and
shotguns since 1934, the placing of de-
structive devices under the controls of
this law would appear to be sound and
appropriate.

In reaching my conclusions on this
important matter, I have given a great
deal of consideration to the question of
the degree of control that should be ex-
erted by the Federal Government to help
control misuse of firearms. I fully rec-
ognize that the Federal Government is
empowered to exercise its control over
interstate commerce. I do not question
this authority. However, bills such as
S. 1, as amended, and title IV, would
prohibit all mail-order sales of all fire-
arms except sales between federally
licensed dealers. I feel this extreme ap-
proach is unsatisfactory because it de-
tracts from the traditional police powers
of the States in this area.

I contend that the most just and rea-
sonable approach to the question is for
the Federal Government to exercise its
control over interstate commerce by re-
quiring first, a sworn statement that the
applicant is not prohibited by State laws
from purchasing a firearm; and, second,
notification of local police, prior to the
interstate or mail-order purchase of a
pistol or revolver, In this manner, a con-
trol, with responsibility for enforcement
shared by the Federal and State and
local authorities, would be placed upon
the purchase of those firearms being
misused most frequently, while permit-
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ting the purchase of rifles and shotguns,
weapons obviously most used and en-
joyed by the sportsman, free of prior
Federal restraint but still subject to
whatever requirements for possession,
transportation or use the State and local
governments think necessary.

In conclusion, it is my hope that the
Senate will adopt amendment No. 708
as part of our total legislative involve-
ment in the war on crime.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, how much time do I have re-
maining ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 32 minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yvield myself 8 minutes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these remarks be included at
the end of my first opening presentation
on the description of my amendment No.
786.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President, I shall describe rather
briefly, but in a way which I think will
give the Members of this body a view of
its exact scope and purposes, what my
amendment would do and what it would
not do; and I shall try to do that within
the time which I have allotted myself.

Essentially, the amendment which I
have proposed does only two things:
First, it says that a man cannot buy a
long gun without appearing in person at
a dealer’s premises at least once, either
to pick up the weapon, or to order it and
have it shipped to him; and, second, it
states that a federally licensed dealer
cannot sell a longgun to a child under 18
years of age.

Now, that is all this amendment does.
There is nothing in this amendment that
Says every person who owns or pur-
chases a rifle or shotgun must register
that weapon. There is nothing in this
amendment that says that persons may
not own a shotgun or rifle. Indeed per-
sons under 18 years can own a shotgun
or rifle so long as they do not purchase
it from a federally licensed dealer.

In fact, the argument that this amend-
ment would “inconvenience” a large seg-
ment of the population is so obviously
contrived that I think it is worth noting
all of the things that this amendment
does not do:

It does not prohibit anyone from own-
ing a rifle or shortgun.

It does not prohibit anyone from using
a rifle or shortgun.

It does not prohibit a person from tak-
ing his longgun from his State and
carrying it with him to another State.

It does not prohibit a person living in
one State from traveling to another State
and buying a rifle or shotgun over the
counter in that other State. Moreover,
he can put the gun in his car and take
it back home with him when he is
through. And if you do not want to bring
the weapon home yourself you can have
it shipped to you, so long as you ap-
peared in person at the time of the pur-
chase.

This amendment does not require any
person to register a weapon he now owns,
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or which he may purchase in the future.

Even if a person is not a federally
licensed dealer he can sell a rifie or shot-
gun to a nonresident friend, or trade it
or give it away so long as the friend
would be permitted to receive it under
the law of his residence.

Under this amendment a person can
even give a rifle or shotgun to his child
if he thinks that wise, whether or not
the child is 18 years old.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Many of the people in
my State, and many in all the Western
States, are afraid such a provision would
work a hardship on them.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Can
the Senator, perhaps, ask his question on
the Senator from Nebraska’s time?

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, may 1
have time? I will borrow 3 minutes; the
question will take me less than that. I
will take 2 minutes of the time on this
side.

I merely wanted to make the point that
the adoption of the Senator’s amend-
ment might work a hardship on many of
the people in the Western States, who do
not go into the city often, or do not op-
erate as we do in New York or Boston or
Beverly Hills, and they do a great deal of
mail-order buying. It would be difficult
for them, or impossible in many cases,
to go in to the dealer and be recognized
and identified. I am sure the Senator has
no intention of impeding anybody in that
manner. Will the Senator tell me how his
amendment would affect such persons?

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
I have suggested, this provision would
not really in any way interfere with
intrastate sales, because the applicant
could write to the dealer and receive his
weapon within the State. That right
would certainly be recognized. I do not
see how my amendment would cause any
real inconvenience, if any at all.

Mr. MURPHY. I am not talking about
the intrastate situation, What about in-
terstate? Suppose that in Oregon, where
our friend has his ranch, a hunter wishes
to buy a shotgun that is manufactured
in Massachusetts or up in New Haven,
Conn. Can he order that shotgun by fill-
ing out an order blank, or how is such an
order handled?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. By
a very simple procedure. He just orders
it through his local hardware store, his
local distributor.

Mr. MURPHY. Has the Senator been
in eastern Oregon lately?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
a matter of fact, I have.

Mr. MURPHY. I think the Senator
should know that to find a local distribu-
tor in some areas up there is not an easy
thing. You sometimes need a couple of
days and have to drive 400 or 500 miles
to get to one.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
think the point has been made that this
amendment really does not establish a
restrietion or hardship, that the resi-
dents of a given State can go through
their licensed hardware stores or dis-
tributors, order these weapons, and have
them shipped. I think it is appropriate,
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in this connection, to consider the num-
ber of Federal licensees in the various
States.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further, I am sure that
the number of licensees per State is great
enough to constitute a most effective ar-
gument, and would give the impression
that anyone could find a licensee with-
out difficulty; but I assure the Senator
that not only in eastern Oregon, but also
in California, which State I expect my
distinguished colleague will be visiting
soon, there are areas where it would
work a hardship, and I do not think the
matter can be brushed over simply by
saying they can do it. In many cases it
is not that simple; I think it would work
a hardship.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
appreciate the expression of concern by
the Senator from California, and I know
the concern that he feels, as he has stated
on other occasions, about those who live
in remote areas.

I think, as was brought out in the
course of the hearings, the number of
licensees in the various States is signifi-
cant. In Oregon, for example, the State
that the Senator mentioned, there are
some 1,709 licensed dealers. In Montana,
there are some 1,417. I think what we are
really attempting to balance off here is
what inconvenience there is to those who
live in the more remote parts of our
country against what has been suggested
and testified to time and time again by
the principal law-enforcement officers of
this country—that one of the most ef-
fective ways of meeting the problems of
crime and violence that exist in this
Nation today is by passing a strong fire-
arms bill. That case has been made re-
peatedly, it has been substantiated, and
it is, I think, irrefutable. In any case, I
believe it is a judgment that will have
to be made by the Members of this body.

The only things prohibited under this
amendment are these: First, a person
cannot mail order a rifle or shoitgun
without appearing at the business prem-
ises of a dealer either at the time the
order is placed, or at the time the weapon
is received; second, a child under 18 can-
not buy a rifle or shotgun from a dealer.
He can get it from a friend, or a parent,
or someone else. But federally licensed
dealers will not participate in gun traffic
with children.

Now the principal argument against
this amendment is that the requirement
that a man appear in person at some
point in the course of purchasing a rifle
or shotgun would “inconvenience” him.
But let us look at what this means. First
of all, a person will still be able to get
the same variety of weapons that is avail-
able to him now through mail-order
catalogs. This is true because the only
difference this amendment would make
is that he would have to order the
weapon through a dealer—it does not
even have to be a local dealer, but only
a dealer at whose place of business he
will appear at some point before re-
ceiving the weapon.

He can have the catalogs at home,
or go look at those down at the dealer’s
shop. Whichever way, he will have the
same variety of choice that has been the
case up until now.
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Balanced against this alleged “incon-
venience,” let us take a look at why it is
important to require a person to buy
rifles and shotguns through a dealer.
Primarily, this requirement is important
because it is the best way to make the
firearms industry self-policing. A li-
censed dealer who can see the purchaser
in the flesh is the person best situated to
be sure a purchaser is not a felon, is not
under indictment for felony, is not a fu-
gitive from justice, and that the pur-
chase would not be in violation of State
or local law.

And mark this: If we do not take this
essential action with respect to long
arms, we cannot say to ourselves or to
citizens of this country that we have
meaningful and effective gun control leg-
islation. Even though rifles and shot-
guns are more the weapon of the sports-
men than are handguns, they are too
often the weapon also of the murderer,
sniper, and criminal. We cannot ignore
recent events, recent tragedies, and a
growing volume of alarming statistics
testifying to the misuse of these weapons.

We cannot forget the terrible tragedy
in Austin, Tex., when Charles Whitman
stood in the clock tower at the Univer-
sity of Texas and fired rifles and shot-
guns at the innocent people below, kill-
ing 16 of them and critically injuring
31.

We cannot forget that within the last
month another great American, a symbol
and advocate of nonviolence, was bru-
tally murdered by means of a rifle appar-
ently purchased by a man whose crim-
inal record would have prohibited him
from purchasing that weapon if this bill
were law.

We cannot forget that in the Detroit
riot last summer, and in some of the re-
cent civil disorders, the weapon of the
sniper is the rifle.

We cannot forget that nearly 30 per-
cent of the 6,500 firearm murders in the
United States during 1966 were accom-
plished by rifles or shotguns. Fifty-seven
law-enforcement officers were murdered
in 1966, 55 of them by firearms—and one
out of every four of these were by rifles
or shotguns,

Continued failure to regulate in some
manner the mail-order traffi~ in rifles
and shotguns makes State and local
law impotent, and State and local en-
forcement officials virtually helpless. For
example, Klines Sporting Goods Co. of
Chicago, I11., which is a leading and rep-
utable firm, has disclosed that its files
show that mail-order rifles and shot-
guns have been sent to persons with
criminal arrest records in Chicago, Ill.;
in Dallas, Tex.; in Philadelphia, Pa.; in
Los Angeles, Calif.; in the State of New
Jersey; and in the State of New York.
The criminal records of the persons who
received these weapons include offenses
of assault, assault and battery, assault
with a deadly weapon, assault and bat-
tery on a police officer, sex offenses, and
narcotics and dangerous drug offenses.

Can we, in the light of these facts,
honestly say that the small amount of
supposed “inconvenience” to a few is not
overwhelmingly justified by the threat to
all of us inherent in a system which per-
mits dangerous persons to receive lethal
weapons simply by ordering them
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through the mail, in a system in which
State and local efforts to regulate pos-
session and use of firearms are rendered
meaningless by the failure of the Federal
Government to channel interstate traffic
to sources which State and local authori-
ties can control?

This is a modest amendment. I would
rather see us go much further. The
President's Crime Commission would
rather see us go further. The President’s
Commission on Civil Disorders would
rather see us go further. But we must at
least take this action now.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 8 minutes. He has 24
minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield 10 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the vote
tomorrow on the amendment offered by
the Senator from Massachusetts, my-
self, and others will mark hopefully the
coming of age of the responsibility of
the Congress of the United States to give
the law-enforcement officers of our Na-
tion the assistance they need in control-
ling the unrestricted traffic in firearms
into the hands of convicted felons, hood-
lums, junkies, narcotic addicts, and other
persons who should not possess them.

It is impossible, unfortunately, as the
law exists today, for a State such as
Michigan, Massachusetts, Maryland, or
some other State, even though its own
legislature has enacted legislation re-
stricting weapons from being sold to con-
viets, hoodlums, and other undesirable
elements, to prevent the sale of weapons
through the mail to such persons.

It is also impossible to prevent the
sale of weapons by stores in other juris-
dictions to these undesirable persons.

Wayne County, Mich., experienced a
very frightful disorder last summer. An
analysis of the records of those persons
arrested with firearms indicated that
over 70 percent of those who had weap-
ons could not have bought those weapons
in the State of Michigan because it is
illegal in the State of Michigan to sell a
pistol or, indeed, a long gun to a con-
victed felon or person with a criminal
record.

What these individuals did, when they
could not buy a weapon in Michigan, was
to slip down the expressway over the
county and State lines into Toledo, Ohio,
and they bought all the guns they wanted
in that strip down there in Ohio without
regard to the fact that they were con-
victed felons.

The police chief of Atlanta, Ga., who
testified before the Senate Subcommittee
on Juvenile Delinquency of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary a few years ago,
told us that over 50 percent of the weap-
ons of arrestees in the Atlanta area were
weapons which had been bought from
mail order sources and which could not
have been bought in the city of Atlanta
by these individuals because of their
conviction records.

All that the amendment offered by the
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Senator from Massachusetts and myself
and others would do basically would be
to try to plug the loopholes which per-
mits any convicted felon, juvenile, or
narcotic to circumvent the law of his
own community, which prohibits him
from acquiring a weapon in that com-
munity, by ordering it through the mail,
as has been done time and time again
and as was done in the case of the mur-
der weapon that assassinated the late
President of the United States.

It is my understanding that the first
vote tomorrow will be on the so-called
long-gun amendment of the Senator
from Massachusetts and myself.

I hope that the Senate of the United
States will not be persuaded by the argu-
ments of the National Rifle Association
and others that this legislation is aimed
at the sportsman, the hunter, or the
legitimate outdoor sportsman who is
seeking recreation with his family or
friends.

I have argued the point many times.
This legislation, if enacted, would not
in any way hinder the legitimate sports-
man. It would require him at the very
most, if the long gun he wishes is not
readily obtainable from his local gun
dealer, to have that local gun dealer order
it through the mail rather than doing it
himself.

That is a small price to pay in return
for the assistance which has been sought
almost without exception by every police
officer who testified before our subcom-
mittee for the past 3 or 4 years.

Mr. President, how long are the people
of America going to have to put up with
the unrestricted sale of surplus military
weapons in the United States to enrich
the pockets of a few gun importers? How
much longer are we going to have to
put up with the lobbying efforts of the
NRA which are not benefiting the sports-
men of America, but which are benefiting
the lobbyists whom they keep on their
payrolls to come down day after day and
send letter after letter to our constitu-
ents in an effort to force us to change
our position?

I think that the average American
citizen is entitled to have a little help
extended to local law enforcement offi-
cials. The first amendment we will vote
on tomorrow, the long-gun amendment,
is little enough help in that direction.

As we know, we were unable to attach
this amendment to the bill in the Judi-
ciary Committee. Title IV as reported
from the Judiciary Committee is re-
stricted primarily to pistols and hand-
guns. If we can adopt the amendment
offered by the Senator from Massachu-
setts, myself, and others, we will have
made a tremendous step forward in as-
sisting local law enforcement officials
across the United States.

Mr. President, the record of the United
States vis-a-vis sane gun legislation is
not a happy one compared with that of
other civilized nations of the Western
World. When we compare the number of
gun deaths and murders in the United
States in each of the last 10 or 20 years
with the number in Great Britain,
France, or any of the other Western
European countries which have sane gun
legislation, it does not paint a very pretty
picture.
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We no longer live in the type of fron-
tier society in which we lived when our
Nation was built. It is no longer neces-
sary—if, indeed, it ever was—to have
everybody, regardless of his criminal rec-
ord, regardless of his personal habits,
carry a gun,

Does the present occupant of the Chair
realize that since 1900 there have been
750,000 gun deaths in the United States
from the misuse of firearms? That is
more than all of the men killed in all of
the wars in the history of this country—
just since the turn of the century.

I hope, Mr. President, that Senators
tomorrow will realize that all that the
proponents of the Kennedy amendment
seek is a little assistance for law enforce-
ment officers—the local and State law
enforcement officers of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Does the Senator
wish to grant himself additional time?

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not, Mr. President.
I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
may put in a brief quorum call, without
the time being charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield my-
self 15 minutes out of the time that will
be allotted to me when I call up amend-
ment No. 739.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the situa-
tion which faces the Senate is as follows:

The entire gun bill, so-called, which is
contained in the committee’s proposal,
and which is before the Senate, is essen-
tially a bobtailing of the original Dodd
provision—that is, the provision devel-
oped by Senator Dopp—which put a ban
on the interstate shipment of all guns,
handguns as well as shotguns and rifies,
and made other provisions with regard to
imports and other restrictions, including
the fact that they could not be bought
except in the home State of the indi-
vidual purchaser, and so forth.

The bobtailing which occurred in the
committee is that the scheme of regula-
tion which has been described here many
times was confined to handguns and
sawed-off shotguns but was not extended
to rifles and long guns, so-called, used
for sporting purposes.

We are well aware of the tremendous
debate on this matter and of the activi-
ties of the National Rifle Association and
its various affiliated organizations and in-
dividuals, which have reached us all, in
terms of tons of mail and very strong
effort.

The amendment proposed by Senator
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Hruska would substitute for the provi-
sions in the bill an affidavit procedure
which would essentially put no basic re-
striction, such as is contained in the bill,
upon the interstate shipment of hand-
guns, their purchase outside the State,
and so forth, but would place certain pro-
visions for notice upon such transactions,
ineluding th= main provision—it has cer-
tain prohibitions about the age limit of
those who can buy, and so forth—but its
main provision is an affidavit procedure,
within the State where the person mak-
ing the purchase lives, by which the local
enforcement official charged with admin-
istration will know that this particular
handgun is going to this particular per-
son.

The Kennedy amendment, which has
been debated on the floor of the Senate,
would propose to extend the Dodd type
of regulation—to wit, the prohibition
against interstate shipment, the prohibi-
tion against purchase outside the State,
and so forth—to all forms of guns—that
is, to the handgun as well as to the rifle
and the shotgun.

That is the issue, Mr. President, and
that was the issue before the Committee
on the Judiciary when I was a member of
that committee, which was prior to Jan-
uary 1, 1967. I participated at that time
in the discussions—and in the Subcom-
mittee on Juvenile Delinquency—which
had to do with gun control legislation. At
that time I came up with a compromise
proposal, and that compromise is con-
tained in my amendment No. 739, which
I am now discussing. That compromise,
in effect, would regulate rifles and long
guns by applying to them the affidavit
procedure which Senator HrRuskaA was ap-
plying only to handguns. So that it was
a middle position between that of Sena-
tors Dopp and KENNEDY and that of Sen-
ator HruskA. Senator HRUskA omitted
the long gun entirely.

They included it in full control and
regulation, as in the case of the hand-

Bgun.

I took the Hruska plan for the long
gun and retained the Dodd plan, which
is, therefore, not a part of my amend-
ment because it is already in the bill be-
fore the handgun.

Our present situation is such, accord-
ing to the way the matter has developed
parliamentarywise, that the flrst ques-
tion which probably will be voted on will
be the Kennedy amendment. That meas-
ure takes the whole form of the regula-
tion identified with the names of Senator
Doop and Senator KENNEDY, and en-
deavors to make it law. I have supported
that approach before and I shall sup-
port it again. I did so in committee and
I shall support it again. However, to me
this does not seem to discharge my full
obligation because I feel if that measure
fails then the Senate should have the
opportunity to vote on some kind of
compromise before we assume that the
Senate does not intend to legislate on
long guns and rifles at all.

According to the parliamentary situa-
tion, therefore, if the Kennedy amend-
ment succeeds that will be the end of
the matter, at least as far as I am con-
cerned. If the Kennedy amendment fails
I expect to propose amendment No. 739,
the same compromise I offered in com-
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mittee, which had the support of eight
members of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary at the time I was there. It had
considerable support as a solution to this
entire problem. That is the factual situa-
tion which faces us.

Mr. President, I now wish to address
myself to another matter. It is obvious
if we are not going to crack down on the
easy availability of guns we are not
going to end murders and we are not
going to end crime. We know that.

However, Mr. President, we are trying
to come abreast of a burgeoning situation
which amounts to a grave national
emergency. Therefore, we must under-
take practical forms of regulation which
will give us some opportunity to effect
some measure of control to the extent it
is humanly possible to devise over these
weapons.

I am fully cognizant of the pride and
dignity traditionally associated in our
land with the right to own a weapon. In-
deed, this was contemplated in the Con-
stitution itself. But as with so many of
the rights, privileges, and enjoyments of
living in our country, many times they
must yield to even greater necessities,
desirabilities, and enjoyments. One of
the conditions is that we shall live in
tranquillity free from crime, which all
charts and figures show to be increasing,

This matter represents such a sensa-
tion that some persons think they can
win a presidential campaign on the
strength of it. We should have enough
wit in Congress to do what needs to be
done so that the situation would not be
controlled through those who desire to
be the President of the United States,
‘We should be good enough police chiefs
to take care of the crime situation. That
is why we have to yield to the need for
gun legislation.

Mr. President, I wish to call the atten-
tion of the Senate to the fact that the
1966 bill was reported by the Subcommit-
tee on Juvenile Delingquency. It had fa-
vorably reported this compromise which
is the subject of the amendment that I
shall propose to the Senate, assuming
that the parliamentary situation requires
it. The whole committee did not go along
with that proposal as a compromise, but
the subcommittee reported it in that way.

Mr. President, I wish to describe the
compromise. Under the compromise
handguns were excluded from interstate
mail-order sale, where shotguns and
rifles, as I said before, are now excluded
from the bill entirely.

Under my amendment shotguns and
rifles would be included in the bill under
an affidavit procedure whereby the pro-
spective buyer submitted to the seller a
sworn statement that, first, he is 18 years
of age or more; second, that he is not
a person prohibited by Federal law from
receiving a shotgun or rifle in interstate
or foreign commerce; and third, no local
laws would be violated by his receipt of
a gun.

The affidavit would also contain the
name, address, and title of the principal
local law enforcement officer in the buy-
er’s area, and the seller would then be
obliged to submit a copy of his statement
together with a description of the gun
to said law enforcement officer.

Seven days after receiving return re-
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ceipt of the letter, the seller could ship
the gun. Notification to local law en-
forcement officers could be suspended
upon the request of the Governor of a
State. This is essentially the regulatory
provision the Hruska amendment pro-
vides for with respect to handguns.

While some Members might feel reluc-
tant to vote for a complete prohibition on
mail-order sale of guns used primarily for
hunting purposes, this proposal should be
an acceptable solution.

Surely, legitimate hunters cannot ob-
ject to submitting information on their
age or the legality of their owning fire-
arms. Similarly, I fail to understand why
they would object to notifying local law
enforcement officers of their mail-order
purchases of such guns.

It seems to me to be completely doc-
trinaire for law-abiding men and women
with families to refuse such a reasonable
regulation essential to cope with the
burgeoning crime rates, with respect to
the use of firearms.

Law enforcement officials have testi-
fied at length on the need for firearms
regulation, including some control over
rifles and shotguns. While it is agreed
that the more serious use of firearms
occurs with pistols and revolvers, we
must not overlook the fact that about 30
percent of all firearms murders are com-
mitted with rifles and shotguns, as in the
case of major bank robberies. Further,
while the use of rifles and shotguns is less
widespread in urban areas, these figures
jump when one considers only rural
areas.

FBI statistics show, for example, that
52.8 percent of rural gun murders are by
rifle and shotgun.

And records of reputable mail order
houses subpenaed by the Juvenile De-
linquency Subcommittee in 1966 indicate
that between 10 percent and 15 percent
of mail-order sales of sporting guns were
made to persons with criminal records
Should not local police at least be noti-
fied of such sales—even if Congress re-
fuses to prohibit the sale entirely? In-
deed, some control over rifles and shot-
guns seems only prudent if we are to
regulate strietly the mail-order sale of
handguns. At the 1966 hearings, Howard
R. Leary, now police commissioner of
New York City—and at that time com-
missioner in Philadelphia—testified as
follows:

We have noticed a greater tendency, as
police pressure on methods of securing of
handguns is stepped up, for felons to use

shotguns and rifles to hold up and threaten
the publie.

If we cannot deal with concealable
weapons and long guns with the same
regulation—to wit, that proposed by the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl—
let us at least not ignore half the prob-
lem. My proposal is a reasonable one—
which has been supported in the past by
eight members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

I deeply feel that it should be ap-
proved, if the strict level of regulations
on which it will be founded should fail.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
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might suggest a brief quorum call with-
out the time being charged against either
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Chair. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER., Mr. President,
will the Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Iowa on
the Kennedy amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
the differences between the administra-
tion approach to firearms controls, as
manifested in title IV of 8. 917 and the
Hruska approach as set forth in amend-
ment No. 708 are differences not only of
degree but also of substance. The philoso-
phy and orientation of the administra-
tion bill is one of restriction and prohibi-
tion of the law-abiding citizen to acquire,
possess, and use firearms for legitimate
purposes. Proposed controls of title IV
are both direct and indirect and reflect
an approach alien to the American tradi-
tion.

Veritable mountains of testimony have
been presented both for and against the
administration proposal to regulate fire-
arms in commerce. But, Mr. President, I
have seen nothing in all the oral and
written presentations to justify a policy
of prohibition—the kind of policy exem-
plified clearly and directly in title IV.

We are constantly being told by the
proponents of the administration meas-
ure that the American public wants this
kind of bill; that not only public officials
of various kinds but also private citizens
throughout the United States have raised
their voices loudly and unmistakably for
highly restrictive controls. If this be true,
then I am unaware of this clamor. I say
this both as a Member of this body of
lawmakers and as a private citizen. In
fact, everything that I have seen, heard,
and experienced has convinced me that,
rather than urging the passage of the ad-
ministration gun bill, a highly significant
portion of the electorate has opposed the
enactment of such a restrictive measure.
The reason is that title IV is highly re-
strictive and susceptible to arbitrary
action.

There is a proposal, Mr. President,
which fulfills the requirements for
proper Federal control, on the one hand,
and for noninfringement of the regula-
tory rights of the States on the other.
This measure would not only maintain in
proper perspective and balance the Fed-
eral-State fields of operation but would
also by implication recognize the basic
right of the individual to acquire, possess
and use firearms for legitimate purposes,
free from unnecessary and undesirable
bureaucratic interference. Amendment
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No. 708 by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Hruskal, is this proposal; and I
commend it to you for your considera-
tion and approval.

Amendment No. 708 would apply only
to handguns—the firearm used in over
70 percent of armed crime—and would
provide a certified statement system for
the shipment or receipt by a private per-
son of a handgun in interstate commerce.
This bill regulates; it does not prohibit.
It controls with temperance, soundness
and reasonableness an area which is
recognized by all in need of additional
regulation.

Mr. President, I should like to state
and make clear that the forward-look-
ing, positive program embodied in
amendment 708 specifically would in-
clude the following features by amend-
xlxgent. of the Federal Firearms Act of

38:

First. No manufacturer or dealer may
ship any handgun in interstate or foreign
commerce to any person, except a
licensed manufacturer or dealer, unless
that person submits to the shipper a
sworn statement that the prospective
recipient first, is at least 21 years of age:
second, is not prohibited by Federal,
State, or local published law from receiv-
ing the handgun; third, discloses the
title, name, and address of the principal
law-enforcement officer of the locality
to which the handgun will be shipped.
Prior to shipment, the manufacturer or
dealer must forward the sworn statement
by registered or certified mail—return
receipt requested—to the local law-
enforcement officer named in the state-
ment, containing a full description—ex-
cluding serial number—of the firearm to
be shipped, and must receive a return
receipt evidencing delivery of the regis-
tered or certified letter, or evidence, in
accordance with Post Office regulations
that such letter has been returned be-
cause of the refusal of the local law-
enforcement officer to accept the letter.
Further, the shipper must delay delivery
to the purchaser for 7 days after he has
received the return receipt or notice of
refusal.

The sworn statement contains a blank
space for the attachment of a copy of
any permit required by State or local
law for the receipt of a handgun.

Second. No person may transport or re-
ceive in the State where he resides a fire-
arm purchased or otherwise obtained by
him outside that State if it would be un-
lawful for him to purchase or possess
such firearm in the State—or political
subdivision therof—of residence.

Third. No common or contract carrier
may knowingly deliver any handgun to
any person under 21 years of age.

Fourth. No manufacturer or dealer
may deliver any package containing a
handgun to any carrier for transporta-
tion or shipment without prior written
notice to the carrier.

Fifth. No manufacturer or dealer may
ship any firearm to any person in any
State in violation of the laws of that
State.

Sixth. A person must be at least 21
vears of age to obtain a Federal firearms
manufacturer’s or dealer’s license.

Seventh. The fee for a manufacturer’s
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or pawnbroker’s license is $50 a year;
for a dealer’s license, $25 for the first
year, and $10 for each renewal year.

The distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska is not content to regulate mail-
order sales only. His amendment 708
would also amend the National Firearms
Act of 1934 to impose a heavy tax and
registration upon the making or trans-
fer of so-called destructive devices—for
example, bombs, grenades, rockets, ba-
zookas, and other field ordnance. These
devices would come under the same re-
strictions and requirements which now
apply to machineguns, sawed-off rifles
and sawed-off shotguns under the Na-
tional Firearms Act—often known as
the Machinegun Act.

There is universal agreement that de-
structive devices have no legitimate
sporting purpose and ought to be strictly
regulated. Because of the effectiveness of
the National Firearms Act in strictly con-
trolling fully automatic weapons and
sawed-off rifles and shotguns since the
inception of the act in 1934, the placing
of destructive devices under the controls
of this law appear to be sound and ap-
propriate.

The major provisions of part B of
amendment No. 708 with respect to “de-
structive devices” are as follows:

First. Destructive devices are included
in the National Firearms Act.

Second. Destructive devices are defined
to include explosives, bombs, grenades,
rockets, missiles, mines, and any weap-
ons having a bore diameter of 0.78 inch,
or larger.

Exempted from the definition are rifles
and shotguns, line-throwing devices, fire-
arms using black powder, devices not
designed or used as weapons, and devices
to be used by the U.S. Government.

Third. Weapons presently covered by
the national act—machineguns, sawed-
off rifles, and shotguns—are redefined to
include the frame or receiver of these
weapons and any such weapon which can
be readily restored to firing condition.

Fourth. A copy of the order form for
the transfer tax and the declaration form
for manufacturing of national act weap-
ons must be submitted to the purchaser’s
or maker’s local police chief.

Fifth. No person may possess a na-
tional act weapon in the State where he
resides which he obtained outside his
State if it is unlawful for him to purchase
or possess the weapon in his own State
or locality.

Sixth. No person under 21 may possess
national act weapons.

Seventh. The maximum penalties are
increased from $5,000 to $10,000 and
from 2 to 10 years’ imprisonment. Sen-
tenced offenders are made eligible for
parole in the discretion of the U.S. Board
of Parole.

With the comprehensive, yet balanced,
controls offered by amendment No. 708,
Mr. President, I strongly feel that this
body can regard Senator HrRUSKA’S pro-
posal as a sound, reasonable, and effective
answer to the questions of what kind of
firearms regulation and how much.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have
cleared with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KenNepy] that he will
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yvield to me 5 minutes from his time on
the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in the de-
pate on the need for firearms laws, my
colleagues should keep in mind the prin-
¢ipal issue under consideration, and that
1s the reduction of crime and violence in
our time,

I would like to quote on that subject a
recent comment of a young author, Evan
Hunter, who has devoted much of his
time in writing to the crime and violence
of our young people. He said:

The climate in the country today says
something like this to our youth: "If you can
shoot a President, and murder his assassin
two days later on TV anything goes.” In such
an atmosphere of violence, the line between
reality and nightmare gets thinner and thin-
ner, with the result that people—maybe
young people in particular—tend to solve
problems in a barbarie rather than a civilized
way.

If that deseription of the present sit-
uation is not dead center, then it is not
very far off. And others agree. I have
spread hundreds of their opinions on the
record within the last week or 10 days.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include in the Recorp at this
point an editorial view of this problem
published just today. The Washington
Daily News entitled its view, “Strengthen
the Gun Bill.” It is a plea for crime con-
trol over “inconvenience” to sportsmen.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STRENGTHEN THE Gun BILL

It approaches the incredible that the
United States Senate has before it a so-called
“gun-control” bill that does nothing to con-
trol the indiscriminate sale of rifles and shot-
guns.

It was a mall-order rifle that killed Presi-
dent Eennedy, It was a high-powered rifle
that killed Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. On
Aug. 2, 1966 a deranged student armed with
rifles and shotguns killed 13 and wounded
32 persons on the University of Texas cam-
pus. Rifle fire has pinned down police trying
to quell urban riots.

Yet Senate Republicans want to weaken—
not strengthen—the inadequate bill the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee has produced!

That bill quite properly would ban mail-
order sale of handguns (pistols and revoly-
ers) and prohibit over-the-counter sale of
such weapons to non-residents of a state and
to minors. A toothless counter-proposal by
Sen. Roman Hruska (R., Neb.) would permit
mail-order sale of handguns upon the filing
of an affidavit by the prospective buyer that
he was at least 21 years old and not pro-
hibited by law from owning a gun.

What is needed is not weakening of the
handgun provision, but its extension to in-
clude rifles and shotguns, Sen, Thomas Dodd
(D., Conn.) has sald he'll propose such an
amendment on the floor, In the name of
simple common sense it should be adopted.

Whatever minor inconvenience this might
be to legitimate sportsmen—who still could
get guns of all sorts at their local sporting-

stores—would be more than out-
welghed by the national interest In crime
control.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the gun
lobby, in making a plea for its special
interest, has never been at a loss for
ideas to influence legislators.

It drums up hundreds of thousands of
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letters from sportsmen by merely send-
ing out a legislative bulletin or press re-
lease distorting whatever legislative issue
is at hand. Thus misinformed, the
“sportsmen” echo the misinformation in
letters and telegrams to their Congress-
men.

These groups and associations princi-
pally claim to represent sportsmen, the
sporting fraternity, the conservation peo-
ple, and all that is good and wholesome
in the great outdoors. Most of all, they
want no interference with the hunter or
trap and skeet shooter’s right to have a
gun for sporting purposes.

The National Rifle Association, as the
admitted spiritual leader of these lobbies,
in particular has peddled this line of
propaganda.

But I doubt their sincerity. I doubt that
“sport” is all they have in mind.

First of all, they have been too un-
sportsmanlike in their constant misrep-
resentation of the legislation before the
Congress. I have said it time and time
again, and no one has ever challenged it,
because the falsehoods are on the record;
they are not sportsmen at all; they
would tell the truth if they were.

The NRA has so obviously overstepped
the bounds of decency and taste in that
respect that they are the subject of
criticism by newspapers, magazines, and
legislators across the land.

Their posture as speaking for the
sportsman alone, and not as also speak-
ing on behalf of the gunrunners, is a
charade.

In fact, it has been a divisive force in
the matter of disarming the criminal and
the demented at a time when its good
offices should have been used in the
interest of all the publie.

The NRA has exploited fear.

The NRA has suggested to the public
that law and order might break down,
and if it does, the best friend of the
householder is a gun.

I could go on. There is some of it in
each edition of their monthly publica-
tion, the American Rifleman.

There is no better example of this split
personality of the leaders of the National
Rifle Association than an article which
appeared on page 21 of the March issue
of that magazine.

The article is entitled “Why Antigun
Laws ‘Hit Hardest at the Negro'.”

Nowhere does the article mention any-
thing about sporting, hunting, trap-
shooting, plinking, and the great
American outdoors. It does not empha-
size any of that.

It does emphasize riots and sniping,
self-protection and home protection.

It suggests that a strong firearms law
would disenfranchise the Negro. It says
there are enough misfits still in police
departments for Negroes to mistrust
the police.

The article flatly states that the rec-
ommendations of the President’s Crime
Commission “can be used against the
right to bear arms and discriminate
against the Negro.”

The NRA, of course, would like to point
out that those are the “individual” views
of the author, who happens to be a major
in the U.S. Air Reserve.

However, the NRA thought it was one
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of the top articles in that issue of its
magazine. It sent out an advance bul-
letin on the story to editors around the
country, calling their attention to it at
this time of civil unrest.

What better, I say, to reveal the real
purpose of the NRA. I say it shows they
will go, and have gone, to all lengths
to exploit the civil unrest, fear, and the
harried police departments of this coun-
try to gain their ends.

And their efforts worked well. The story
of a gun law that would disarm Negroes
was picked up by newspapers around
the country, virtually word for word out
of the NRA news release.

I have here three stories which are
word for word almost identical from such
far apart places as the Oakland, Calif.,
Voice; the San Antonio, Tex., Register,
and the Atlanta, Ga., World, And the
headlines all emphasize “gun laws dis-
arm Negroes.”

Mr. President, these ‘“news” stories
contain distorted interpretations of what
we are trying to do in Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorbp the article to which
I have referred, entitled “Why Antigun
Laws ‘Hit Hardest at the Negro,” " writ-
ten by William J. White, and published
in the American Rifleman of March 8,
1968; the three news stories I have men-
tioned; an article entitled “Gun Permit
Laws Disarm Negroes, Says National
Magazine's Author,” published in the
Atlanta, Ga., World of March 8, 1968; an
article entitled “Gun Laws Disarm
Negroes,” published in the San Antonio,
Tex., Register of March 8, 1968; and an
article entitled “Says Gun Permit Laws
Would Disarm Negroes,” published in the
California Voice, of Oakland, Calif., for
March 8, 1968; and two editorials, one
entitled “Rifle and Gun for Jolly Fun,”
published in the Kenosha, Wis., News of
December 9, 1967; and the other entitled
“The NRA’s Distortions,” published in
the Greensburg, Pa., Tribune-Review of
October 31, 1967.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the American Rifleman, Mar. 8, 1968]
WHaHY ANTIGUN Laws “Hir HARDEST AT THE
NEeGrO™

It appears that the distinguished gentle-
men pressing for the strongest anti-gun
bills either know absolutely nothing about
firearms or are using the bills as a cover
for some less obvious venture.

Anti-gun measures would have the effect
of disarming the American citizen in general
and the Negro in particular. That is why I,
as an American citizen and as a Negro, op-
pose them.

If passed and obeyed, such laws will ef-
fectively make the law-abiding Negro citi-
zens defenseless and especially vulnerable to
crime. This should cause deep concern
among all Americans of good will, as a re-
cent U.S. Department of Justice (FBI) Uni-
form Crime Report states that 54% of U.S.
murder victims last year were Negroes and
they are much victimized also in other types

of crime.

Law-abiding Negroes, nearly all of them
extremely scrupulous, are likely to flock to
register their firearms rather than risk being
in violation of the law. Many know, too, that
in certain areas there is a tradition and
often a practice of “cracking down" harder
on Negroes than on others in any form of
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law enforcement. While enforcement has
made strides toward fairness, there are still
enough misfits in police uniforms to rein-
force the Negroes’ long-standing mistrust of
policemen.

If there were reason to believe that the
issuance of permits to purchase or keep fire-
arms would be on a non-discriminatory
basis, like automobile driving permits, the
proposed anti-gun laws could be considered
as just another nuisance. But experiences in
the American past do not support this.

These proposals are similar in some re-
spects to the old poll tax. Although the
Negro had the same right to vote as any
other American citizen, the power structure
knew that few Negroes would pay the poll
tax to vote and that those few who tried
could be prohibited from actual voting in a
number of ways.

While the bills now before Congress do not
impose a gun permit system, some of their
sponsors make no bones about wanting just
that and the President’'s Crime Commission
has advocated firearms reglstration—which
means permits—Iin every state. Any and all
such permit systems, I firmly believe, can be
used against the right to bear arms and to
discriminate against Negroes.

Because I am a Negro, I conceive that I
would have little or no chance of obtaining
a firearms permit in most of the 50 States.
I think this would prove true although I
hold a field grade commission in the infantry
Reserve, and saw combat service in World
War II and Korea.

Two organizations of which I am a mem-
ber—the Disabled American Veterans and
the National Rifle Association—oppose the
kind of firearms bills that would lead to
registration, taxation and confiscation.

One of the thinnest arguments advanced
in support of anti-gun bills is that Negroes
used extensively in riot sniping.
That simply does not hold true and is like
a low blow to all those men who saw mili-
tary service as snipers. Guns played a very
minor role, actually, and those who assert
otherwise should know better.

Anti-gun bills could in fact disenfranchise
the Negro of his right to bear arms and to
protect himself and his property. To me as
an American, they are un-American. To me
as a Negro, they are anti-Negro. I take no
pleasure in saying so, but feel it is my duty
and right to express my views.—WiLLiam J.
WHITE.

(Norte—William J. White, of Hempstead,
LI, NY, is a Major, USAR, and is with an
electronics corporation. He gives here his
individual views on an issue of national
significance.)

[From the San Antonio (Tex.) Register,
Mar. 8, 1968]

Guwn Laws Disarm NEGROES

WasHINGTON.—Negroes in general would
be disarmed by gun registration laws, for
they would have “little or no chance” of
obtaining permits to possess firearms in
most states, a Negro author warns in the
March issue of The American Rifleman,
magazine of the Nation Rifle Association of
America.

Willlam J. White, of Hempstead, Long
Island, a Negro and a major in the United
States Army Reserve, now employed by an
electronics corporation, compared firearms
reglstration laws to the poll tax. He sald:

“Although the Negro had the same right
to vote as any other American citizen, the
power structure knew that few Negroes
would pay the poll tax to vote and that
those few who tried could be prohibited
from actual voting in a number of ways.
If there were reason to believe that the is-
suance of permits to purchase or keep fire-
arms would be on a non-diseriminatory
basis, llke automobile driving permits, the
proposed antl-gun laws could be considered
as just another nuisance. But experiences
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in the American past do not support this.”

“Anti-gun measures would have the ef-
fect of disarming the American citizen in
general and the Negro in particular,” Major
‘White saild.

Several citles and states have gun registra-
tion laws that require a permit for a citizen
to purchase or possess firearms, and many
Jjurisdictions require permits to carry guns,
Almost all require the owner to prove to the
satisfaction of the regulatory authority his
need to carry a gun before a permit to carry
can be obtained.

Permit laws make law-abiding Negro citi-
zens defenseless and especlally vulnerable
to crime, White said. He pointed out that the
FBI Uniform Crime report shows that 54 per
cent of United States murder victims last
year were Negroes, and that they are also
victimized in other crimes. Law-abiding
Negroes are likely to flock to reglster their
guns rather than risk being in violation of
the law, he sald.

White characterized as ‘“one of the thin-
nest arguments advanced in support of anti-
gun bills” the charge that Negroes used fire~
arms extensively in riot sniping. “That sim-
ply does not hold true,” he sald. “Guns played
a very minor role, actually, and those who
assert otherwise should know better.”

The author pointed out that bills now be-
fore Congress would not impose a gun permit
system. But, he added, “some of their spon-
sors make no bones about wanting just that
and the President's crime commission has
advocated registration—which means per-
mits—in every state. “Any and all such per-
mit systems, I firmly believe, can be used
against the right to bear arms and to dis-
criminate against Negroes.”

White sald that, because he is a Negro, he
feels he would have “little or no chance"” of
obtaining a firearms permit in most of the
50 states.

He said:

“Antl-guns could in fact disenfranchise the
Negro of his right to bear arms and to pro-
tect himself and his property. To me as an
American, they are anti-American. To me as
a Negro, they are anti-Negro.”

[From the Oakland (Calif.) California Voice,
Mar. 8, 1968]

Sayvs GunN PermIT Laws WourLp Disarm
NEGROES

WasHiNGTON, D.C., March 1.—Negroes in
general would be disarmed by gun registra-
tion laws, for they would have “little or no
chance” of obtaining permits to possess fire-
arms in most states, a Negro author warns in
the March issue of “The American Rifleman,”
magazine of the National Rifle Association of
America,

Willlam J. White, of Hempstead, Long
Island, a Negro and a major in the U.S. Army
Reserve now employed by an electronics cor-
poration, compared firearms registration laws
to the poll tax: He sald:

“Although the Negro had the same right
to vote as any other American citizen, the
power structure knew that few Negroes would
pay the poll tax to vote and that those few
who tried could be prohibited from actual
voting In a number of ways. If there were
reason to believe that the issuance of per-
mits to purchase or keep firearms would be
on a nondiscriminatory basis, like automo-
bile driving permits, the proposed anti-gun
laws could be considered as just another
nuisance. But experiences in the American
past do not support this.”

“Anti-gun measures would have the effect
of disarming the American citizens in gen-
eral and the Negro in particular,” Major
White said.

Beveral cities and states have gun regis-
tration laws that require a permit for a citi-
zen to purchase or possess firearms, and
many jurisdictions require permits to carry
guns. Almost all require the owner to prove
to the satisfactlon of the regulatory au-
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thority his need to carry a gun before a
permit to carry can be obtained.

Permit laws make law-ablding Negro citi-
zens defenseless and especially vulnerable to
crime, White said. He pointed out that the
FBI Uniform Crime Report shows that 54
percent of U.S. murder victims last year
were Negroes, and that they are also victim-
ized in other crimes. Law abiding Negroes
are llkely to flock to register their guns
rather than risk being in violation of the
law, he said.

White characterized as “one of the thin-
nest arguments advanced in support of antl-
gun bills” the charge that Negroes used fire-
arms extensively in riot sniping, “That sim-
ply does not hold true,” he said. “Guns
played a very minor role, actually, and those
who assert otherwise should know better.”

The author pointed out that bills now be-
fore Congress would not impose a gun permit
system. But, he added, “some of their spon-
sors make no bones about wanting just that
and the President’s Crime Commission has
advocated registration—which means per-
mits—in every state.” “Any and all such
permit systems, I firmly believe can be used
against the right to bear arms and to dis-
criminate against Negroes.”

White said that, because he 1s a Negro, he
feels he would have “little or no chance" of
obtaining a firearms permit in most of the
50 states.

He sald:

“Anti-gun bills could in fact disenfran-
chise the Negro of his right to bear arms and
to protect himself and his property. To me
as an American, they are anti-American. To
me as a Negro, they are anti-Negro.”

[From the Atlanta (Ga.) World, Mar. 8, 1968]

GuxN PerMIT LAws DisarM NEGROES, SAYS
NATIONAL MAGAZINE'S AUTHOR

WasHINGTON.—Negroes in general would
be disarmed by gun registration laws, for
they would have “little or no chance” of ob-
taining permits to possess firearms in most
states, a Negro author warns in the March
issue of “The American Rifleman”, magazine
of the National Rifle Assoclation of America.

William J. White, of Hempstead, Long
Island, a Negro and a major in the U.S. Army
Reserve now employed by an electronies cor-
poration, compared firearms registration laws
to the poll tax. He sald:

“Although the Negro had the same right
to vote as any other American citizen, the
power structure knew that few Negroes
would pay the poll tax to vote and that those
few who tried could be prohibited from ac-
tual voting in a number of ways. If there
were reasons to believe that the issuance of
permits to purchase or keep firearms would
be on a non-discriminatory basis, like auto-
mobile driving permits, the proposed antl-
laws could be considered as just another
nuisance. But experlences in the American
past do not support this.”

“Anti-gun measures would have the effect
of disarming the American citizen in general
a:ﬁ‘ the Negro in particular,” Major White
E

Several cities and states have gun reglstra-
tion laws that require a permit for a citizen
to purchase or possess firearms, and many
jurisdictions require permits to carry guns.
Almost all require the owner to prove to the
satisfaction of the regulatory authority his
need to carry a gun before a permit to carry
can be obtained.

Permit laws make law abiding Negro citi-
zens defenseless and speclally vulnerable to
crime, White said. He pointed out that the
FBI Uniform Crime Report shows that 54
percent of U.S. murder victims last year were
Negroes, and that they are also victimized
in other crimes. Law-abiding Negroes are
likely to flock to register their guns rather
than risk being in viclation of the law, he
sald.

White characterized as "one of the thin-
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nest arguments advanced in support of anti-
gun bills" the charge that Negroes used fire-
arms extensively in riot sniping. “That sim-
ply does not hold true,” he said. “Guns played
a very minor role, actually, and those who
assert otherwise should know better.”

The author pointed out that Bills now
before Congress would not impose a gun
permit system. But, he added, “some of their
sponsors make no bones about wanting just
that and the President’s Crime Commission
has advocated registration—which means
permits—in every state.” “Any and all such
permit systems, I firmly belleve, can be used
against the right to bear arms and to dis-
criminate against Negroes.”

White said that, because he is a Negro, he
feels he would have “little or no chance” of
obtaining a firearms permit in most of the
50 states.

He sald:

“Anti-gun bills could in fact disenfran-
chise the Negro of his right to bear firearms
and to protect himself and his property. To
me as an American, they are anti-American.
To me as a Negro, they are anti-Negro.”

[From the Kenosha (Wis.) News, Dec. 9,
1967]
RIFLE AND GUN FOR JoLLY Fuw

Out of all the shooting for and against
stricter gun laws, one fact emerges on target.

The National Rifle Association has its po-
litical artillery trained on Congress so effec-
tively that our gun-shy representatives have
thrown up their hands in surrender.

There are many lobbies which bombard
Congress with heavy firepower. But for sheer
marksmanship in gunning down anything
that might deflect its intense defense of rifle
and gun for good, clean fun, you have to
confer the sharpshooting medal on the NRA.

And all the shooting in all the rioting in
all the country doesn't seem to upset the
NRA aim.

[From the Greensburg (Pa.) Tribune-Review,
Oct. 31, 1967]

THE NRA'Ss DISTORTIONS

The National Rifle Assoclation's dogged
and thus far successful effort to block enact-
ment of a reasonable federal gun control law
is reminiscent of the American Medical As-
soclation’s fight, a couple of decades ago
against what 1t called “socialized medicine.”
In each case, the opponents depicted the pro-
posed legislation as a fearsome bugaboo
which bore little resemblance to actual pro-
posals,

This has been brought out again by Sen-
ator Tydings of Maryland, a chief advocate
of the administration bill for more careful
regulation of gun sales in the interest of
public safety. In a debate with NRA Presi-
dent Harold Glassen, Tydings charged the
NRA—and the record bears him out—with
misrepresenting the purpose and scope of the
proposal. He quoted as typical a statement in
the NRA’'s magazine that its enactment “may
mean goodbye to guns,” and branded as
“completely untrue” any implication that the
bill would ban hunting and sport shooting.

Glassen somewhat lamely replied that,
while it 1s true the administration measure
would not have this effect, it might lead in
the end to complete federal control of gun
sales and possession. In support of this view
he quoted Tydings and other supporters of
the bill as saying it is “a good first step.”

There is some reason to be wary lest enact-
ment of a moderate gun law lead to later
enactment of a tougher law. But the notion
that passage of a mild gun control proposal
would Inevitably lead step by step to rigid
curbs on sportsmen, marksmen and the like
slmply does not hold water. This can be pre-
vented by keeping an alert eye on subsequent

and letting Congress know where
the public wants the regulatory line drawn.
Meanwhile, Congress ought to quit paying so
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much heed to the NRA’s distortions and en-
act something along the lines of the admin-
istration proposal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Does the Senator
request additional time?

Mr. DODD. I yield myself one-half
minute.

Mr, President, I am fed up with this
gun lobby in this country. It is a bad,
bad influence. It is unprincipled, and it
is dishonorable, It has lied time and
again. It misleads many of our colleagues
here in the Senate and in the House of
Representatives. They receive thousands
of letters written by their misguided con-
stituents, and Senators who know better
about the gun situation in this country
succumb to that propaganda.

I have heard of one Senator who said,
“I cannot vote for the Dodd bill; I re-
ceived 2,000 letters in opposition to it.
I think Doop is right about it, but I
cannot do it.”

Well, we have reached a pretty bad
place in our history if Senators who
know better cannot vote for a decent
piece of legislation like this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HANSEN, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
have delegated the opposition time to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HANSEN. Will the Senator from
Nebraska yield time in order that I may
question the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut?

Mr. DODD, I am happy to yield for a
question. I do not have much time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. How much time
the Senator from Wyoming wish?

Mr. HANSEN. Probably 20 minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. How much time is
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-four
minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield the distin-
guished Senator 20 minutes,

Does the Senator from Connecticut
wish to split the time?

Mr, DODD. I thought it would be more
fair to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I can only yield the
time to the Senator from Wyoming. If
he wishes to split the time with the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, that is satisfac-
tory to me.

Mr. DODD, Very well.

Mr. HANSEN., I refer the Senator to
section 924(b) of title IV, which appears
at pages 101 and 102 of the bill. That
section reads as follows:

(b) Whoever, with intent to commit there-
with an offense punishable by imprisonment
for a term exceeding one year, or with knowl-
edge or reasonable cause to belleve that an
offense punishable by imprisonment for a
term exceeding one year is to be committed
therewith, ships, transports, or receives a
firearm In Interstate or foreign commerce
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im-
prisoned not more than ten years, or both.

The commentary in the committee re-
port on that section does not shed much
light on its meaning. It says:

Section 924(b).—This subsection provides
that a person who ships, transports, or re-
ceives a firearm In Interstate or foreign com-
merce with intent to commit a felony, or
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with knowledge or reason to belleve that
such crime will be committed, with the
weapons shall be fined not more than $10,000
or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or
both. There is no comparable provision in
the present Federal Firearms Act.

Apparently this is one of the major
features of the pending bill, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DODD. Well, I think it is an im-
portant feature.

Mr. HANSEN. What does this subsec-
tion mean?

Mr. DODD. It means what it says. It
means, for example, that these organized
rioters who are running guns into De-
troit from New York or some other State,
will be severely punished for doing so,
if they carry those guns in there with
the knowledge and intent that they are
to be used to commit a felony. And I
think they ought to be punished.

Mr. HANSEN. Must a person actually
cross a State line to be in interstate
commerce within the meaning of this
section, or if he uses a public road or an
instrumentality of interstate commerce,
would that be enough to bring the sec-
tion into operation?

Mr. DODD. Well, I think in itself it
would be sufficient if he crossed a State
line. There are other things that might
bring it into operation; but if that was
the fact, and he crossed a State line, I
think that is a simple fact of interstate
commerce.

Mr. HANSEN. The answer is that if
he crossed a State line, it would come
under the purview of the law, and it
would not if he did not?

Mr. DODD. Well, of course, he would
have to do more than that. He would
have to do so with intent to commit a
felony. As the section says:

With intent to commit therewith an offense
punishable by imprisonment for a term ex-
ceeding one year—

That is a felony—

or with knowledge or reasonable cause to
believe that an offense punishable by im-
prisonment for a term exceeding 1 year is
to be committed therewith, ships, transports,
or receives a firearm in interstate or for-
eign commerce shall be fined not more than
$10,000 or imprisoned not more than 10
years, or both.

Mr. HANSEN. Would this have the ef-
fect of federalizing all crimes commit-
ted with the use of firearms?

Mr. DODD. No; not at all. I do not see
how it could possibly be so construed.
It certainly was not my intention to so
write that section.

Mr. HANSEN. Are all felonies covered
by this section? Would it not be possible
for a court to construe this action broad-
ly in this regard, and federalize all gun
crimes?

Mr. DODD. I do not think so. I do not
think any court would ever do that. We
have aberrations, I suppose, in the judi-
cial departments of our State and Fed-
eral Governments. However, they are
rare. As a general answer, I would have
to say “No”, especially in view of the fact
that the title excludes certain felonies.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HANSEN, I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the sec-
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tion, leaving out the words that are not
pertinent, says:

Whoever, with intent to commit therewlth
an offense punishable by imprisonment for a
term exceeding one year, or with knowledge
or reasonable cause to believe that an offense
punishable by imprisonment for a term ex-
ceeding one year is to be committed there-
with, ships, transports, or receives a fire-
arTha s

If that firearm is ordered or procured
from a dealer by a man who uses it the
next day to engage in a holdup opera-
tion or to shoot someone, that would be
a Federal offense, would it not, if it could
be properly established in court that he
had the intent to use that gun for that
purpose ?

Mr. DODD. That is exactly what we
are trying to stop the interstate move-
ment of firearms for felonious purposes.
And it ought to be stopped.

Mr. HRUSKA. Then the answer to the
question as to whether or not it is fed-
eralized is: “Yes, it would be federal-
ized.”

Mr. HANSEN. It would federalize prac-
tically all crimes committed with a gun.

Mr. DODD. No. I think that would be
carrying it too far.

Mr. HANSEN. I think so, too. .

Mr. DODD. All the section means is
that if a man personally carries a gun
across a State line or causes it to be car-
ried across a State line, knowing that it
is to be used in a riot or in the commis-
sion of a crime, the punishment for
which is more than 1 year, then he will
be punished for that offense.

The Senator agrees that this is one of
the most serious offenses that we have to
stop. This is one of the most knowledge-
able and deliberate crimes.

Mr. HANSEN. It seems to me that there
is no disagreement on the desirability of
stopping crime. But I think we ought to
give serious consideration to the instru-
mentality by which we effect the decrease
in crime.

What about stealing oranges in Cali-
fornia? If a man had a gun in his car
and he were caught stealing oranges,
could that act not be construed to come
under the purview of this section?

Mr. DODD. One can reduce this to
the absurd. However, I call the attention
of the Senator to page 89 of S. 917 where
we tried to put a limitation on this
madtter.

Subsection (3) reads:

{(3) The term *‘crime punishable by impris-
onment for a term exceeding one year" shall
not include any Federal or State offenses
pertaining to antitrust violations, unfair
trade practices, restraints of trade, or other
similar offenses relating to the regulation of
business practices as the Secretary may by
regulation designate.

We have cited the stealing of one
orange in California. I do not know how
many oranges one has to steal in Cali-
fornia to commit a felony.

Mr. MURPHY. One.

Mr. DODD. Perhaps one is enough in
California. I do not think that would be
true in many other States. However, that
is a great orange-producing State, and I
suppose the matter is taken very seri-
ously by the people in California.

It is true that we have different laws
in the 50 States. I do not think that in
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my State stealing one orange would
amount to a felony. However, if it
amounts to a felony in California, and
the interstate requirement of title IV is
satisfied, then the individual who com-
mits that offense ought to be punished.

Mr. HANSEN. It would follow then by
the Senator’s own admission that, it be-
ing a felony to steal one orange in Cali-
fornia if the person had a gun in his ecar
at the time he attempted to steal the
orange, he would have committed a Fed-
eral offense.

Mr. DODD. I do not follow that line of
reasoning at all. We are talking about
guns and not about oranges. The whole
intent of this section is to prevent people
from carrying guns across State lines to
commit crimes or to cause them to be
shipped or transported across State
lines or to receive a gun across a State
line with the intention to commit a
felony.

The Senator can cite the example of
stealing one orange in California. That
might be a felony there. It would be hard
for me and perhaps for others to under-
stand such punishment except perhaps
in the case of Florida, California, or some
other orange-producing State.

An exception of this sort does not
really vitiate the language in any re-
spect. The idea is to stop people from car-
rying guns or transporting them or re-
ceiving them in interstate commerce
to commit crimes.

We cannot write legislation that will
cover the law in every State. However,
the best we can do is to provide that if
it is a crime in a certain State, then the
person has no business carrying a gun
or shipping it across a State line to com-
mit the crime.

I do not know how we could write
legislation any different. We would have
to take into consideration every criminal
statute in every State of the Union. The
Californians would be up in arms. Oth-
ers would be as well.

I think this is the best we can do. We
are talking about guns and the terrible
traffic in guns. That is what we are try-
ing to stop and put an end to.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the response of the Senator. It oec-
curs to me that he has gone beyond my
question.

The point I wished to make was that
by the interpretation—which I think is
a legitimate interpretation—of the bill
as drafted, a good number of State acts
could be construed as being Federal of-
fenses. That is precisely the point I
wanted to make.

It does surprise the Senator from Con-
necticut that there might be a law on the
statute books in California that would
federalize an offense even as insignifi-
cant as the stealing of an orange if that
person had a gun in his car at the time.

The point stands, and is well made,
that that is nevertheless the law. I sug-
gest to the Senate that I think we are
going far beyond any reasonable inter-
pretation of what might be done in the
way of the steps society should take to
reduce crime when we support a bill that
goes too far.

I would like to ask the Senator to con-
sider the effect of title IV upon law-



May 15, 1968

abiding,
arms.

Mr. DODD. Before I answer that ques-
tion, may I make an observation.

Mr. HANSEN. That was a statement.

Mr. DODD. May I make an observa-
tion?

Mr. HANSEN. Would the Senator like
to do so on his own time?

Mr. DODD. I do not have the time.
All I want to say is that the answer to
Yyour original question is “No.”

And, by the way, I should add that the
same provision, or one almost identical
to it, is in the riot bill. And what we are
both talking about is guns, not oranges.
‘We are trying to stop crime in this coun-
try. I never knew that if you stole one
orange in California you could go to jail
for a year or more.

I do not know how else we could move.
It may seem boring to the Senator that
I take so much time to say so.

The whole idea of this section is that
the person does this with a weapon. If
he goes out there to steal one orange with
a gun which he has transported in inter-
state commerce, he is probably going to
stick up a couple of places besides, or
murder somebody. I believe it is a fair
assumption. He is going out to commit a
felony, to commit a crime; and if he has
an opportunity to commit more, my
guess is, with the little I know about this
field, that he will not stop with one
orange.

Mr. HANSEN. Would the provisions of
title IV limit the ability of firearms col-
lectors in the United States to pursue
their interests?

Mr. DODD. No.

Mr. HANSEN. The bill purports to as-
sist the States in controlling commerce
in firearms. Under title IV would col-
lectors still be able to purchase or trade
firearms with each other in the pursuit
of their hobby?

Mr. DODD. Yes. It was certainly my
intention, in drafting this section, to
exempt genuine collectors from the pro-
vision of this title.

Mr., HANSEN. Would two collectors
in different States be able to exchange
Revolutionary War pistols?

Mr. DODD. Does the Senator mean
the American Revolutionary War?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes.

Mr. DODD. Yes. My answer is that
they would be able to do so.

Mr. HANSEN. Would two collectors
living in different States be able to
exchange the Colt handguns used in the
Western frontier times of our country?

Mr. DODD. I believe so, if they were
manufactured before 1870. That should
be frontier date enough. That is the way
the bill is written.

Mr. HANSEN. The Senator is correctly
informed, as I understand it, insofar as
the date is concerned. But many guns
used in the West that are antiques were
made after 1870 and used center-fired
ammunition, Apparently they could not
be so exchanged because they were made
after 1870. They are no longer in general
use, but they are collectors’ items, As I
read the section, they could not be so
exchanged.

Mr. DODD. May I say to the Senator
that I got that date from the firearms
industry. Does the Senator have a later
date to suggest?

bona fide collectors of fire-
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Mr, HANSEN. I believe a great many
organizations suggested a cutoff date of
1898 instead of 1870,

Mr. DODD. Well, I had not heard of
that. I tried to find out as best I could,
from the people in the trade, and I got
the date of 1870. But I have no hard-
nose attitude about it. If it is legitimately
wrong and it should be a little later, that
would not bother me, so long as the
person is a genuine collector.

Mr. HANSEN. I would suggest that
there is a legitimate reason for the 1898
date. I understand that it is used by
some agencies of the Government. It
was a year or two before the manufac-
ture of the semiautomatic pistol.

Mr. DODD. I wish the Senator would
give me an opportunity to check into
that matter.

Mr. HANSEN. As the Senator is
aware, it is the practice of serious gun
collectors to gather at meetings where
their collections are displayed, and, if so
inelined, they buy or trade for additions
to their firearms collections. Would
title IV prohibit this activity?

Mr. DODD. No, I do not believe it
would if they were licensed. I cannot
think of any section that would pro-
hibit it.

Mr. HANSEN. It is my understanding
that the only way this could be done
would be to deal with a licensed dealer;
and if two collectors were from different
States, it would obviously become part
of interstate commerce, and conse-
quently it would be prohibited.

Mr. DODD. I believe the Senator is
correct; that it would have to be done
through the dealers. But that would not
prevent it .

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to relinquish the floor in a mo-
ment. I do wish to make one final
comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HarT in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired. Does the Senator
request additional time?

Mr. HANSEN. I request 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. HRUSEA. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. I should like to say in
conclusion, Mr. President, that there is
no argument at all about the objectives
we all have in mind. But I believe the
serious, justifiable concern arises when
we examine proposed legislation that
would do things that no one intended
to do. I suggest that that is exactly what
this bill, unamended, would do.

It would make it a Federal offense, for
example, if you should happen to have
a gun with you and you were involved in
stealing an orange—even something as
simple as that. I can foresee the Federal
Government becoming involved in any
number of cases that have no relevancy
at all so far as Federal offenses are con-
cerned; and the Federal Government
would be brought in only because we
have put together a law that is so broad
and so all-encompassing as to make
Federal offenses of a great many ac-
tivities which we do not condone but
which certainly should be treated and
resolved by local enforcement officials.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have
authority for 1 additional minute, so I
may help the Senator a little.

Mr, HANSEN. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. DODD. I shall take 1 additional
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend, in order that we may
clarify the time situation?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut has been
yielded 1 additional minute by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. DODD. It is important to read the
following language from page 93 of Sen-
ate Report No. 1866, 89th Congress,
which is a part of the legislative history
of title IV:

The provisions of the new subsection (b)
would provide a severe penalty for shipping,
transporting, or receiving a firearm in inter-
state or foreign commerce with intent, or
with knowledge or reasonable cause to be-
lieve, that a felony offense is intended to
be committed therewith.

It goes on to say that it is an extension
of the penalty proposed under the pres-
ent act, and the 10-year maximum
penalty appears clearly warranted in the
cases to which subsection (b) would be
applicable. That was the intent in in-
cluding this provision in title IV.

Also, for the Senator’s benefit, I
should like to point out that the vice
president of Smith & Wesson, which is an
old and respected gun manufacturer—
by the way, not a Connecticut com-
pany—testified before my subcommittee
that the term “antique firearm” means
any firearm utilizing an early type of
ignition system, including, but not
limited to, matchlock, flintlock, percus-
sion cap, with a light, and of a design
used before 1870. He goes on with some
other language which I do not believe it
is necessary to read.

I wish to demonstrate, for the Sen-
ator’s information, that we tried to find
out the date.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-~
ator from Massachusetts has 4 minutes
remaining, and the Senator from Ne-
braska has 32 minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield 2% minutes to the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would
like to indicate my support for the
amendment of, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Kewnnepyl. If that
amendment is rejected, and I hope it is
not rejected, I wish to indicate my sup-
port for the amendment offered by the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javrrs].
I also want to express my appreciation to
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dopp] for his leadership and persever-
ance in this difficult legislation.

Mr. President, I speak from the stand-
point of one who has lived in the busi-
ness world, and does not like to restrict
business unduly, I also speak as a sports-
man who has spent many wonderful
hours in the fields with my boys hunting
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quail, pheasant, and duck. Generally, I
have restricted my shooting to that done
with a camera and the birds have never
been safer.

I have lived with sportsmen enough
to know that undue restraints should not
be placed on this wonderful activity.
However, we must do something about
the mail-order murder business.

Chicago is known as the home of many
mail-order houses. Chicago is also known
for a high rate of crime. I would imagine
that among the youth of Chicago we
probably have a higher incidence of
youth armed and carrying firearms than
anywhere else in the United States, if
not in the world. Illinois law has been
brought to bear on this situation, as has
the law of Chicago. In my State we have
enacted strong measures to try to re-
strict the use of firearms.

However, I feel that something must
be done at the Federal level. I would
like to commend such mail-order com-
panies as Montgomery Ward and Sears,
Roebuck, which have voluntarily re-
stricted the sale of dangerous weapons.

I feel strongly that we should now
take this step to limit what I consider
one of the gravest threats to all Ameri-
cans regarding safety in the streets,
safety in the homes, and peace of mind.
The situation cannot be placed in re-
sponsible hands without control over in-
terstate sales.

Mr. President, for this reason, I en-
thusiastically support the amendment of
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY], and if that measure fails, and
I hope it will not, then I will support the
amendment of the Senator from New
York [Mr. Javirsl.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield to me
for a question?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five min-
utes have been yielded to the Senator
from North Dakota by the Senator from
Arkansas.

The Senator from North Dakofa is
recognized.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I call
the attention of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Dopbp] to section 906 of title
IV which appears on page 106 of the hill
which repeals the Federal Firearms Act.

Mr. DODD. Section 906?

Mr. BURDICK. Section 906. Presuma-
bly the substantive provisions of that act
would be carried forward to the new title.
Are there any provisions of the Federal
act which are not carried forward?

Mr. DODD. No. We retain the present
f;ederal Firearms Act, and strengthen

Mr. BURDICK. Why does the Senator
feel it necessary to repeal the Federal

Act rather than to amend it?

Mr. DODD. To move it, is the best an-
swer I can give the Senator. It is a mat-
ter of semanties. I am not trying to wipe
out the Federal Firearms Act. The best
way I know to handle this matter is to
move it to amend it, and make it strong-
er. If the Senator wishes to call that re-
peal, he may be technically correct, but
the word “repeal” to me means to aban-
don or wipe out, and we have not done
that.
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Mr. BURDICK. Did not all of the
Senator’s previous bills, S. 1975 of the
88th Congress, S. 14 and S. 1592 of the
89th Congress, and S. 1 of the 90th Con-
gress, amend the Federal Firearms Act
rather than repeal it?

Mr. DODD. Yes, but I wish to point out
that the best reason I had in mind for
taking this course of action is that I
wanted to remove the act from title 15,
the commerce title to title 18, because I
strongly feel that is where it belongs.

Mr. BURDICK. Are not the criminal
penalties in the Federal Firearms Act
just as applicable and enforceable as the
criminal penalties contained in title 18?

Mr. DODD. Title 18 is the criminal
code. It seems to me this is what we are
really talking about. We are not talking
about rules for the transportation of
things in commerce; we are talking
about crime and the use of guns in crime,
which is a growing factor in our society.
I think it makes sense to place the pro-
vision under that section of the code
dealing with such problems.

Mr. BURDICK. I respectfully suggest
that a person who has been convicted
of violating thc Federal Firearms Act
might disagree with you on that score.
I now come to the nub of my inquiry.

It appears that the repeal of the Fed-
eral Firearms Act would be effective im-
mediately upon the date of enactment of
title 1V. Is that correct?

Mr. DODD. No, I do not believe so.

Mr. BURDICE. I refer to section 906.

Mr. DODD. I thought it was 180 days.
I believe I am right. I think it is after
the passage of this act.

Mr. BURDICK. Now I shall read sec-
tion 907 of title IV which states:

The amendments made by this title shall

become effective 180 days after the date of
its enactment—

Except that those persons presently
licensed under the Federal Firearms Act
shall have valid licenses until the date of
their expiration.

From this language, it would appear
that the other regulatory provisions of
the Federal Firearms Act, other than li-
censes, are repealed immediately, but
that the Senator’s new provisions do
not come into effect for 180 days.

Does not this situation leave a 6-month
gap where we would have no Federal law
on the books?

Mr. DODD. I have consulted with leg-
islative counsel, who advises me that
this is acceptable language.

Mr. BURDICK. Regardless of the ad-
vice, is there not a gap in the law?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 3 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. DODD. The best answer I can give
is “no,” but I do not wish to make it so
abrupt. I think the Senator is entitled
to more than that. It is not just the
opinion of legislative counsel to whom we
all turn for advice. I also took up the
matter with both the Treasury Depart-
ment and the Justice Department, and
they said as far as administration and
enforcement are concerned, they would
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not consider the Federal act to be re-
pealed, nor the enactment of title IV to
be in effect for 180 days. I do not know
where else I could have gone to ask for
advice more reliable than that.

Mr. BURDICK. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator from
North Dakota. I know of his great inter-
est in this legislation. He is a valued
member of our subcommittee and he de-
votes much of his time to his work. I do
not minimize his attitude about the bill.
I think if I had more time I could win
him over.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusettc has 2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. KEENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, in the final minute or so, I
wish to discuss a statement which has
been issued by the National Rifle Asso-
ciation on May 13, in which it refers to
the long gun amendment. The item to
which I refer is a press release to editors
of newspapers. The press release states °
in part:

[This] section, rejected earlier by the Ju-
diclary Committee * * * would impose the
same restrictions on sale of the so-called
“long guns'" as the proposed legislation now
imposes on handguns.

Mr. President, this statement is to-
tally inaccurate and misleading. Under
the long gun amendment, the treatment
of long guns differs markedly from the
treatment of handguns in several re-
spects. First, a person still can purchase
long guns in an over-the-counter, out-
of-State sale. Second, he can bring a
long gun purchased out-of-State back
into his State of residence. Third, he can
buy a long gun from a Federal dealer if
he is over the age of 18.

This complete distortion of fact by an
organization which should know better
is outrageous. The good public relations
office of the NRA, after that organization
has followed this legislation so closely
and carefully and for so many years,
certainly should have known that it was
sending out false statements.

It is inexcusable and cannot be writ-
ten off as mere sloppiness or negligence.

The NRA has been criticized often,
and I understand that it was criticized
earlier today by the Senator from Con-
necticut for misinterpretation, excep-
tions, exaggerations, and gross distortion
of representations made by those who
support the fair and reasonable gun law.
They have done so again and I hope it
will be the final gesture on these amend-
ments.

Mr, President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute remains to the Senator from
Massachusetts. Is there additional dis-
cussion? Who yields time?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
yield me time for a few more additional
questions?

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
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four minutes remain to the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield me 10
minutes?

Mr. DODD. Does that time apply to
the amendment?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains on this amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute remains to the Senator from
Massachusetts and 24 minutes to the
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. President, I should like to direct
these questions to the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Dobpp].

Why does the Senator include destruc-
tive devices in the same amendment as
sporting firearms?

Mr. DODD. Because I think that is
where they beleng.

Mr. HANSEN. Is there any basic
separation under existing law?

Mr. DODD. I do not think there is.
There is no clear distinection.

Mr. HANSEN. My understanding was
that the Federal Firearms Act of 1938
generally regulates sporting weapons
while the National Firearms Act of 1934
places heavy restrictions on gangster-
type weapons and deals exclusively with
these weapons. Was there not strong
protest against placing gangster-type
weapons in the same bill as sporting fire-
arms?

Mr. DODD. I am not familiar with
that provision. Would the Senator
identify it for me?

Mr. HANSEN. Was there not strong
protest against placing gangster-type
weapons in the same bill as sporting fire-
arms?

Mr. DODD. I assume that is some
special provision, is it, of the National
Firearms Act?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. To
what provision is the Senator from
Wyoming referring specifically?

~ Mr. HANSEN. The Senator spoke about
the Federal Firearms Act of 1938 and
the National Firearms Act of 1934.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Will
the Senator identify the section?

Mr. HANSEN. I think the whole thrust
of the Federal Firearms Act of 1938 ap-
plies generally to sporting firearms; is
that not correct?

Mr. DODD. No.

Mr. HANSEN, The National Firearms
Act of 1934 places heavy restrictions on
gangster-type weapons. This is the
thrust of the two laws, is that not right?

Mr. DODD. No, it is not right. I talked
about that this morning. If the Senator
will read the legislative history, he will
find that Attorney General Cummings
of the United States wanted to register
all firearms of any kind. He certainly
was not making any distinetion between
so-called sporting weapons and destruc-
tive devices. It is a matter of legislative
history. The gun lobby has dreamed up
a legislative history that does not exist

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

in respect to the National Firearms Act
and the Federal Firearms Act. It accords
with their own ideas but not with the
facts. Thus, the conception of the Sena-
tor from Wyoming is entirely inaccu-
rate. The gun lobby has been telling this
falsehood and fable for years now.

It has been saying that it was the in-
tention to have the National Firearms
Act apply only to gangster weapons and
the Federal Firearms Act only to sport-
ing weapons. But that is not in the leg-
islative history.

Mr. HANSEN. Insofar as the interpre-
tation of these two acts are concerned
and insofar as the activities of the At-
torney General are concerned, it is my
contention that the Federal Firearms
Act of 1938 has been interpreted and
enforced generally over the past 30 years
to apply to sporting arms whereas the
National Firearms Act of 1934 does place
a heavy restriction on gangster-type
weapons and has been so interpreted.

Mr. DODD. I know that. But I would
reiterate that the Federal Firearms Act
covers all firearms.

Mr. HANSEN. I should like to ask the
Senator: In the 89th Congress, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut introduced S.
1591, a bill to amend the National Fire-
arms Act by placing destructive devices
within that framework. Why was that
bill not reintroduced in the 90th Con-
gress?

Mr. DODD. Because conditions in the
country worsened and the sale of de-
structive devices spread wider and wider.
Certainly when I introduced that bill,
gangsters had not held up and blasted
the Brink's installation in Syracuse,
N.Y. I thought it was about time to do
something more stringent and put on
more restrictions with respect to destruc-
tive devices. That is why I changed it. If
the Senator will read the several gun
measures I have introduced over the past
several years, he will find in each in-
stance that I felt it was necessary to
make them tougher because the situation
was worsening. Those are the only rea-
sons.

Mr. HANSEN. Section 922(b), subsec-
tion (4) of title IV, on page 94, calls for
control of destructive devices by requir-
ing prior police approval in the form of
a sworn statement before purchase could
be made. The sworn statement must at-
test to the fact that there is no provision
of law, regulation, or ordinance which
would be violated by the person’s receipt
or possession of a weapon, and the law
enforcement officer is satisfied that it is
intended for lawful purposes. Does the
Senator think it is constitutionally pos-
sible for the Federal Government to place
such a burden upon the local police?

Mr. DODD. Forgive me if I ask the Sen-~
ator to give me that citation again.

Mr. HANSEN. Title IV, section 922(b),
subsection (4), on page 94,

Mr. DODD. Subsection (4) which reads
“any destructive device, machinegun”—
is that it?

Mr. HANSEN. It requires prior police
approval in the form of a sworn state-
ment before a purchase could be made,
and the sworn statement must attest that
there is no provision of law, regulation,
or ordinance which would be violated by
the person’s receipt or possession of the
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weapon, and the law enforcement offi-
cer is satisfied that it is intended for
lawful purposes.

My question is: Does the Senator think
it is constitutionally possible for the Fed-
eral Government to place such a burden
on the local police?

Mr. DODD. Yes, I do. I think it is en-
tirely constitutional. The purpose of this
section is to restrict the sale of these
dreadful, destructive devices except for
clearly legitimate purposes. I think it is
entirely sensible and constitutional for
the Government to see to it that their
sales are regulated.

Mr. HANSEN. I do not believe the
burden under this particular section is
on the police but, rather, is on the dealer.
Is not that the fact? Rather than being
on the police, is not the burden on the
dealer?

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator from
Wyoming indulge me while I read the
section?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes.

Mr. DODD. I recall the language now,
having read it. As I read it, the burden
is on the dealer to get permission from
the police authority to handle this sort
of commodity. I do not pretend to be a
constitutional lawyer; but I believe, from
the advice I sought and received on this
title in its entirety, that this provision is
constitutional.

Mr. HANSEN. If we assume that this
constitutional hurdle can be overcome,
what recourse would a potential pur-
chaser have if the local police refused to
sign such a statement; and second, if it
refused to process an application at all?
‘Would there be no appeal?

Mr. DODD. I suppose he would have
recourse to the courts, as all of us do.
There are provisions of law in every jur-
isdiction that I know of.

Mr. HANSEN. Would the Senator cite
a provision in the law?

Mr. DODD. Does the Senator mean by
that, What statute in my State or his
state applies? I know that if any public
body arbitrarily and unreasonably denies
a fair hearing to an individual, the law
provides measures that his lawyers can
take to see to it that he gets a hearing.

Mr. HANSEN. But am I correct in say-
ing that there is no provision in the bill
in title IV?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Wyoming has ex-
pired.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield me 5 addi-
tional minutes?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. DODD. Besides the answer I have
already made, I think that the appli-
cability of the Administrative Procedure
Act would cover certain situations relat-
ing to licensees under title IV. With his
indulgence, I should like to place in the
REecorp a memorandum from the Library
of Congress on the applicability of the
Administrative Procedure Act to title IV.
It would be helpful to all of us.

Mr. HANSEN. Does it apply specifically
to this section?

Mr. DODD. I believe there is a refer-
ence that is applicable to this section
but only as it applies to licensees.



13354

Mr. HANSEN. Will the Senator cite it
or supply it for the RECORD?

Mr. DODD. I will supply for the Rec-
orp the document I referred to entitled
“Applicability of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act to Title IV of S. 917, Safe
Streets Act.”

There being no objection, the docu-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

[From ,the Library of Congress, Legislative
Reference Service, Washington, D.C.]
APPLICABILITY OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE PRO-

CEDURE AcT To TITLE 4 oF S. 917, TO SAFE

STREETS ACT

S. 917, 90th Congress, is a four-part anti-
crime bill. Title 4 of the bill would impose
a ban on interstate mail-order sale of hand-
guns to individuals and a prohibition against
the across-the-counter sale of a handgun to
a person who did not live in the dealer’'s
State.

S. 917 gives the Secretary of the Treasury
discretionary authority to license importers,
manufacturers and dealers to transport or
receive in interstate commerce certain desig-
nated types of firearms (§§ 922, 923).

In this connection, under S. 917, the fol-
lowing powers would be expressly delegated
to the Secretary of the Treasury:

*§ 923. Licensing
* * * * *
“(f) Licensed importers and licensed
manufacturers shall identify, in such man-
ner as the Secretary shall by regulations pre-
scribe, each firearm imported or manufac-
tured by such importer or manufacturer.”
The Secretary of the Treasury would also
be given certain specific authority to relieve
certain persons from disabilitlies under the
Act:
“§ 925. Exceptions: relief from disabilities
LI

“(¢) A person who has been convicted of
a crime punishable by imprisonment for a
term exceeding one year (other than a crime
involving the use of a firearm or other
weapon or a violation of this chapter or of
the National Firearms Act) may make ap-
plication to the Secretary for relief from the
disabilities under this chapter incurred by
reason of such conviction, and the Secretary
may grant such rellef if it is established to
his satisfaction that the circumstances re-
garding the conviction, and the applicant’s
record and reputation, are such that the ap-
plicant will not be likely to conduct his op-
erations in an unlawful manner, and that
the granting of the relief would not be con~
trary to the public interest. A licensee con-
ducting operations under this chapter, who
makes application for relief from the dis-
abilities incurred under this chapter by rea-
son of such a conviction, shall not be barred
by such conviction from further operations
under his license pending final action on an
application for relief filed pursuant to this
section. Whenever the Secretary grants re-
lief to any person pursuant to this section
he shall promptly publish in the Federal
Register notice of such action, together with
the reasons therefor.

“(d) The Secretary may authorize a fire-
arm to be imported or brought into the
United States or any possession thereof if the
person importing or bringing in the firearm
establishes to the satisfaction of the Secre-
tary that the firearm—

“(1) is being imported or brought in for
sclentific or research purposes, or is for use
in connection with competition or tralning
pursuant to chapter 401 of title 10 of the
United States Code; or

“(2) is an unservicable firearm, other than
a machinegun as defined by 5848 (2) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (not readily
restorable to firing condition), imported or
brought in as a curio or museum piece; or
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“(8) is of a type that does not fall within
the definition of a firearm as defined in
section 5848 (1) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 and is generally recognized as par-
ticularly suitable for or readily adaptable to
sporting purposes, and in the case of sur-
plus military firearms is a rifle or shotgun;
or

“(4) was previously taken out of the
United States or a possession by the person
who is bringing in the firearm.

“Provided, That the Secretary may permit
the conditional importation or bringing in
of a firearm for examination and testing in
connection with the making of a determina-
tion as to whether the importation or bring-
ing in of such firearm will be allowed under
this subsection.”

In addition, to the specifically delegated
powers, the Secretary of the Treasury would
be given general authority to make such
rules and regulations as he deems necessary:
“§ 026. Rules and regulations

“The Secretary may prescribe such rules
and regulations as he deems reasonably nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
chapter. The Secretary shall give reasonable
public notice, and afford to interested parties
opportunity for hearing, prior to prescribing
such rules and regulations.
and:

“Sgc. 903. The administration and enforce-
ment of the amendment made by this title
shall be vested in the Secretary of the
Treasury.”

The provisions of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act, as a general rule, are considered
to be applicable to all federal administrative
agencles whose acts affect personal or prop-
erty rights other than those agencles specifi-
cally excluded in the Act, see 2 Am. Jur. 2d
§ 202 at page 33; b USC § 551.

The Administrative Procedure Act defines
the agencies subject to the Act in rather
general terms as follows:

5 USC § 551. Definitions

“For the purpose of this subchapter—

“(1) ‘agency’ means each authority of
the Government of the United States,
whether or not it is within or subject to re-
view by another agency, but does not in-
clude—

“(A) the Congress;

“(B) the courts of the United States;

“(C) the governments of the territories
or possessions of the United States;

“(D) the government of the District of
Columbia; or except as to the requirements
of section 5562 of this title—

“(BE) agencies composed of representatives
of the parties or of representatives of orga-
nizations of the parties to the disputes de-
termined by them;

“(F) courts martial and military commis-
sions;

“(G) military authority exercised in the
fleld in time of war or in occupled territory;

or

“(H) functions conferred by sections 1738,
1739, 1743, and 1944 of title 12; chapter 2
of title 41; or sections 1622, 1884, 1891-1902,
and former section 1641(b) (2), of title 50,
appendix;

“(2) ‘person’ includes an individual, part-
nership, corporation, association, or public
or private organization other than an
agency;

- - L - -

In addition to the general provisions of
the Administrative Procedure Act, in some
statutes enacted subsequent to the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act there are specific pro-
visions bringing the agency involved in the
particular statute within the requirements
of the Administrative Procedure Act, see the
discussion in 2 Am. Jur, 2d § 202 at page 33.
Title IV of 8. 917 does not contaln such
a provislon,

‘Where there is no specific provision in a
statute which indicates whether it was in-
tended that the agency Involved was to be
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subject to the requirements of the Procedure
Act, the courts have laid down some guide-
lines for making this determination.

The United States Supreme Court has held
that for purposes of determining the cover-
age of the Administrative Procedure Act in a
glven case, “‘questions of coverage may well
be approached through consideration of its
[the Administrative Procedure Act’s] pur-
poses as disclosed by its background.” Wong
Yang Sung v. McGrath, 339 U.S. 33,36 (1950).
Among the administrative evils sought to be
cured or minimized by the Administrative
Procedure Act, the Court mentioned two In
the Wong case, one, the lack of uniformity of
procedure and standardization of adminis-
trative practice among the diverse agencies
whose customs had departed widely from
each other, the other, the practice of embody-
ing in one person or agency the duties of
prosecutor and judge (at page 41).

Other decisions have elaborated on the
factors to be considered in determining
whether an agency is subject to the act in
& particular case.

Those factors found especially significant
include (1) the performance of quasi-judi-
cial functions in the agency's hearings, (2)
fact-finding by the agency, (3) appraisal of
the laws and policies of the Federal Gov-
ernment by the agency, (4) adoption of rules
by the agency. Larche v. Hannah, 176 P.
Supp. 791 (DCLa. 1959).

In concluding that the Secretary of the
Treasury is an “authority of the Government
of the United States” and thus an “agency”
subject to the Administrative Procedure Act,
the provisions of 8. 917 considered significant
are those directing him to make appropriate
regulations which will serve to identify each
firearm imported or manufactured, author-
izing him to relieve certain persons from dis-
ability because of conviction of a erime and
requiring him to publish his action in this
respect in the Federal Register, and author-
izing him to make general rules and regula-
tlons and to administer and enforce the law.

Mr. HANSEN. Section 923(a) (4) of ti-
tle IV—the Senator may refer to page 85
of the bill and page 111 of the report, if
he wishes to follow along—defines “de-
structive device” to include any explosive
and any rocket, among other things. By
explosive, I would assume that the Sen-
ator would include dynamite, for it is
certainly an explosive; is it not?

Mr. DODD. Oh, yes; of course, it is an
explosive. But it is not included, nor was
it intended to be included, in this title
when used for lawful purposes.

Mr. HANSEN. And it should logically
be included if the Senator intends to reg-
ulate explosives. Would that not be true?

Mr. DODD. I do not think so, unless
unlawfully used.

Mr. HANSEN. Was not dynamite used
to blow up a church in the South, in
which four little girls were killed?

Mr. DODD. My recollection is that the
Senator is right, but it could be misused
and then it would be covered. It is like
any other dangerous explosive or deadly
weapon, but we specifically say in section
921(b) (2) that a destructive device
shown to be designed and intended for
lawful use in construction or for other
industrial purposes would be excepted.

‘We had in mind an explosive like dyna-
mite, used in mining or excavating or a
similar legitimate enterprise.

Mr. HANSEN. I would suggest that the
Senator from Connecticut has made the
very point I would like to make, and that
is that there are a great many instru-
mentalities and devices that can be de-
structive of human life, and there is no
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reason to condemn guns because they
have been used in this sort of activity.
It is the people in whose hands they are
that we are concerned about. Not only
are guns used to kill people, but dyna-
mite and Molotov cocktails have been
used to burn people to death right here
in the Capital City of the Nation in the
past several weeks. Yet no one seriously
suggests that we would try to put a pro-
hibition or prior police approval on the
use of gasoline.

It emphasizes the point I am trying to
make—that we are going about this in
the wrong way. Instead of arming the
law enforcement agencies with the au-
thority to exercise their discretion and
good judgment and take such steps as
they wish to take, we place undue re-
strictions on instrumentalities which
certainly become destructive and death-
dealing if they are in the hands of the
wrong people.

Mr. DODD. First of all, I think the
incidence of using dynamite in that way
is rare in this country. There is a law
against such use, wherever it occurs, and
title IV would also cover such misuse.

Mr. HANSEN. I could not agree with
the Senator more. I think the record is
quite clear that in general other “de-
structive devices” are only rarely used by
the lawless. I think there is quite a dif-
ference. I suggest you have not been suf-
ficiently discerning in trying to strike at
that difference. I do not think we are
arguing at all insofar as our objectives
are concerned. I am sure all of us would
like very much to take such steps and
actions as would reduce crime in this
country. I am concerned because I have
seen guns in the hands of a great many
people that are properly used.

I must say that if our Government fails
to protect citizens—and I hope with all
my heart that this will not be the case—
and if we cannot do a better job than
we have done so far, it may be that a
number of our people will believe that
their only protection lies in keeping guns
in their own homes, not to take them
beyond their homes, not to use them out-
side their homes, but simply to have
them there to protect themselves in their
own homes.

Mr. DODD. That is going to happen
unless we have a decent gun law, and it
is happening every day.

Mr. HANSEN. That is going to happen
unless the Government recognizes that
crime has gotten completely out of hand,
that we have not preserved law and order
in this country, and does something
about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Who yields additional time?

If there is no discussion to be had, is
it desired that the time be yielded back?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
there may a short quorum call, without
the time being charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. HRUSKA., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska.

I commend the Senator from Nebraska
for his able and diligent work in the Ju-
diciary Committee on the omnibus crime
bill and for his very illuminating and
forceful presentation of the issues con-
fronting the Senate with regard to the
provisions of title IV. It has been my
privilege to observe my colleague and
friend, Senator Hruska, in both the Sub-
committee on Criminal Laws and Pro-
cedures and the full committee while we
were considering S. 917. Mr. President,
the efforts of the Senator from Nebraska
were invaluable to the members of the
Judiciary Committee, and he has been
especially helpful to me and my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle.

I have listened to portions of the Sen-
ator’s presentation and read his speech,
and I wholeheartedly agree with his com-
ments and with the approach taken by
amendment No. 708. I was especially
pleased that the Senator pointed out the
need for effective control of the sale of
firearms rather than just another law
which some have held out to be a panacea
for the prevention of heinous crimes. The
approach of title IV as it is now written
would prohibit all mail-order sales to in-
dividuals and would place an unreason-
able burden on dealers with respect to
over-the-counter sales in a way that the
dealer would bear the responsibility for
making sales only to persons who are
eligible to buy or own such a firearm
under the local, State, or national law. It
must be kept in mind that the present
wording of title IV does not provide for
a sworn statement which would aid the
dealer with the help of the local law en-
forcement officials to prevent the sale of
firearms to persons most likely to com-
mit the type of crimes we are trying to
prevent.

I was also pleased that the Senator
contrasted the approach of amendment
No. 708 with that of title IV as it is now
written and pointed out that while
amendment No. 708 recognized “the
mail-order sale and over-the-counter
sale as legitimate channels for methods
of sale and distribution of a lawful prod-
uct” and at the same time providing for
the effective regulation and control of
these channels. I would like to ask my
distinguished colleague from Nebraska
several questions about the affidavit sys-
tem in amendment No. 708 which I be-
lieve will be a most effective means of
preventing the sale of firearms to those
who are prevented by State or local law
from obtaining a gun. I have received a
number of letters from gun dealers and
other citizens who are concerned about
the unreasonable burden placed upon
dealers by the present wording of title
IV. Has this been the case with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HRUSKA. Oh, yes, indeed it has,
because all of the heavy burdens that are
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described by those who oppose amend-
ment No. 708 as being too burdensome,
including the requirement of having in
hand a sworn statement signed by the
man who is trying to buy a gun, will, un-
der title IV, fall upon the dealer. They
do not think that is fair, and they think
it is much too big a burden to carry the
responsibility of trying to enforce that
law. That is a job for the policemen.

Mr. THURMOND. I should like to
quote from one of the letters I received
from a dealer:

Over the years I have built up a decent and
highly legal mail order handgun business.
In every case, the enclosed form is sent to
the law enforcement agency of the customer,
informing them of his intent to purchase a
handgun. Agencies are given ample time to
check out the customer’s record and to pre-
vent the sale if they see fit.

The card used by this dealer reads as
follows:
Order No. —___.
CHIEF OF POLICE.
GeENTLEMEN: In regard to gun purchased

Cityandstate . s
DB DO O B e e
In our endeavor to co-operate fully with
law enforcement agencies, we will ship the
above order unless we hear from you to the
contrary within ten days. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Does the Senator from Nebrasks feel
that most of the gun dealers in our Na-
tion diligently seek to be law abiding citi-
zens and are, in fact, outstanding mem-
bers of their community and civie-
minded individuals?

Mr, HRUSKA. They certainly are out
our way, and in the Middle West gener-
ally, to the fullest extent of my knowl-
edge and contact with them. They realize
they are dealing with a very dangerous
instrumentality, and I think the great
majority of them abide by the law and
make every effort even to assist in seeing
that the spirit of the law as well as its
letter is enforced.

Mr. THURMOND. As I read from the
letter, this particular dealer has made it
a practice to seek the help of the local
law enforcement agencies in an effort to
protect society from those persons who
would use a gun in an unlawful manner.
I wonder if the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska has found this to be the
attitude of most of the gun dealers in
the Nation?

Mr. HRUSKA., Well, it is widely true.
I cannot say I have conducted any de-
tailed study on it, but it is widely true,
in my judement.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
the present wording of title IV fails to
make use of an affidavit system and fails
to properly bring local law enforcement
agencies into the picture at a time when
they could prevent the unlawful sale of
guns to a person within their jurisdic-
tion?

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes; that is true. That
affidavit system is not employed, and
moreover, it is not available to the gun
dealer.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, again
I commend the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska for his efforts on behalf
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of responsible legislation which will
effectively control the misuse of the legit-
imate channels of commerce in the sale
of firearms. I do not believe that the
present wording of title IV will effectively
eliminate the misuse of firearms but it
will substantially limit the legitimate use
of and methods of obtaining firearms. As
a cosponsor of amendment No. 708, I
certainly hope that this approach will be
adopted by the Senate.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield me one-half
minute?

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. I just wish to say that the
Senator from South Carolina is a valu-
able and esteemed member of the sub-
committee, and put in a lot of time at
the hearings. However mistaken I think
he is about title IV, I wish to say for the
record that I, together with many other
Senators, highly value his judgment in
all respects.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
thank the able and distinguished Senator
from Connecticut for his kind remarks.

Mr. DODD. Mr President, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]
asked me if I would use up his 1 remain-
ing minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not
care to ask the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Percy] a question, but I would like
to have his attention while I make a
comment.

The Senator from Illinois made a very
intelligent comment about the Kennedy
amendment. It seems interesting to me
that the Senator commented on the fact
that he thought most of the Chicago
juveniles had obtained their weapons
outside of that city. I think that the
figures would bear out the statement of
the Senator.

I think the Senator will find that
most of those weapons came from the
mail order houses in California, and not
from the great mail order houses in
Chicago

It strikes me as odd that a juvenile
in Chicago, where they have very good
gun laws, can put a few dollars in an
envelope and send it to California and
get a gun, whereas if he were to steal an
orange in California, he would be com-
mitting a felony.

I thought the Senator made a very
significant contribution to the amend-
ment by his statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
additional minute of the Senator has
expired.

Mr., DODD. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I do not
know where we are, timewise. I under-
stand that we have 39 minutes remain-
ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska has 97 minutes
remaining, and the Senator from Con-
necticut has 39 minutes remaining.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as usual,
the Senator from Nebraska has an ad-
vantage in time.
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I have no interest in delaying the pro-
ceedings, but I hope that the Senator
from Nebraska will agree that we might
go over until tomorrow in the event that
other Senators wish to speak a few min-
utes in support of my title. I am not sure
that there are others, because the Sena-
tors have not all been present today.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that a
brief quorum call may be had without
the time being charged against either
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The clerk will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr, President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from South
Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I take this
time simply to call attention to some
testimony which was taken yesterday by
our permanent Senate Committee on In-
vestigations, which is charged by Senate
resolution with investigating the causes
of the various riots which have taken
place.

We have been dealing with this matter
since the time preceding the assassina-
tion of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. We
have been trying to come up with some
suggestions for curtailing or stopping
these riots.

In the course of the testimony yester-
day, we had a witness by the name of
Chief William E. Stephens, chief of po-
lice of the city of Highland Park, Mich.

Highland Park, Mich., is a highly ur-
banized city within the city of Detroit
which entirely circumnavigates this little
independent municipality. However, it is
in the area in which they have had some
riot difficulties. And because it deals with
the general subject of general legislation
and the impact of firearms on riots and
on crimes, I think the testimony is espe-
cially pertinent.

I take this occasion to read the testi-
mony into the REcorp because the hear-
ing was not well attended or very well
covered by the press. Few could antici-
pate the significance of some of the
statements which were made.

Mr. President, I read now from the
statement of the chief of police of High-
land Park, Mich., which is located right
in the center of the great metropolitan
area of Detroit.

The chief of police said:

Prior to the riots, on or about May 1, 1967,
the Highland Park Police Department had
started a Gun Clinic to give instructions in
the use of firearms to those of our citizens
and businessmen that were interested; this
came about because we had experienced a
great number of armed robberies and we
found that many cltizens and businessmen
were coming to us to exerclse their legal
right to purchase and own firearms but
who were not familiar with safe handling
of guns; and it was my belief that in light
of the fact that they had a legal right to
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possess such firearms we had a duty to give
them some basic instructions on their proper
use. To this end we gave some degree of
tralning to those that requested it on our
police firing range. Word of this small pro-
gram apparently got around, for thereafter
the number of armed robberies we experi-
enced was reduced by one half,

Mr. President, I believe this is a signifi-
cant statistic for us to reflect upon
when we come to vote on gun legislation
tomorrow, when we come to the con-
sideration of the Hruska amendment.

In subsequent colloquy and during the
question period, as the printed record of
the hearings will reveal when it is ulti-
mately printed, it was brought out by
the chief’s testimony that as the hood-
lum element—those engaged in crime—
began to learn that respectable citizens
had firearms in their homes and that
they had taken training under the guid-
ance and tutelage of the police depart-
ment in the correct and proper use of
them and how to use them in self-defense
for their own lives and their own fami-
lies and their own businesses, the num-
ber of armed robberies was reduced by
50 percent.

I believe we should keep that in mind
as we ask ourselves the question, “Does
the legitimate ownership and use of fire-
arms tend to increase crime or decrease
crime?”

I recall stating to the chief of police
that I wanted to congratulate him on
this rather novel approach, and sug-
gested it is something which might be
emulated by other police departments
and by other mayors and by other muni-
cipalities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr, HRUSKA. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. I also told him of re-
ports in a rural State like South Dakota,
back in the era when there were a great
many bank robberies taking place, that
some of the criminals who were appre-
hended freely confessed that they made
a habit of casing a city or a small town—
to use their language. They sent their
observers around, up and down Main
Street, looking in the stores, and where
they found a community in which there
were many mounted shotguns and rifles
on display, and where it appeared that
the citizens were pretty well armed and
able to engage in a posse to apprehend
a robber, they passed up that commu-
nity in favor of one where the people
had to rely upon the necessarily small
group that was paid to enforce the law.

I simply wanted to have this informa-
tion before the Senate, because in some
areas of the country there is a mistaken
notion that firearms are something
which are employed exclusively by the
hoodlum element, whereas there is con-
siderable evidence to point out that own-
ership of firearms in defense of one’s
property is one of the ways in which
crime can be reduced.

ORDER FOR VOTE ON KENNEDY
AMENDMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the vote on the perfecting amendment
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proposed by the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KennNEDpY] occur tomorrow
morning at 9:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

"

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
there be a brief period for the trans-
action of routine morning business, the
time not to be charged against either
side, and that statements therein be
limited to 3 minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Reserving the right to
object, does the Senator mean now or in
the morning?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none. and it
is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION TO PRINT ADDI-
TIONAL COPIES OF REPORT TO
ACCOMPANY BILL TO ASSIST IN
THE PROVISION OF HOUSING FOR
LOW- AND MODERATE-INCOME
FAMILIES

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a Senate resolution
which would authorize 2,000 additional
copies of the report to accompany the
bill to assist in the provision of housing
for low- and moderate-income families,
and to extend and amend laws relating
to housing and urban development. I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of
the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
resolution (S. Res. 289) as follows:

S. RES. 289

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency two thousand (2,000) additional coples
of its report to the Senate to accompany
5. 3497, a blll to assist in the provision of
housing for low and moderate income fami-
lies, and to extend and amend laws relating
to housing and urban development.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (8. Res. 289) was considered and
agreed to.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
May 13, 1968, the President had ap-
proved and signed the joint resolution
(8.J. Res. 131) to designate May 20, 1968,
as “Charlotte, N.C., Day.”

REPORT OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
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from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress the Annual Report of the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation for fiscal year
1967.

The Report shows that the Corpora-
tion has continued to reduce agricultural
surpluses. This success is directly related
to the substantial gains in the level of
farm income since 1960—amounting to
24 percent in total realized net income,
and 50 percent in net income per farm.

Despite this progress, per capita in-
come for farmers still falls short of the
level for urban workers.

Parity of income for farmers remains
an unachieved goal. We began moving
closer to its achievement with the pas-
sage of the Food and Agriculture Act of
1965. This legislation gives us the flex-
ibility needed to adjust wheat, feed grain
and cotton production levels. Supply
management programs are vital if we are
to improve returns to the Nation’s
farmers.

In my 1968 Message on the Farmer and
Rural America, I have recommended the
permanent extension of the 1965 Act to
insure that authority for basic commodi-
ty programs will not be terminated. The
farmer could ill-afford such a lapse.

With surpluses gone, the market oper-
ates more freely today than in many
vears. But the absence of surpluses also
means that we must carefully maintain
planned security reserves—a National
Food Bank. I have recommended the new
legislation which will be required to es-
tablish such a Bank. We must be able
to hold reserve stocks of commodities
in readiness for emergency use. At the
same time our farmers must be protected
against the price-depressing effects of
such reserve stocks, particularly during
their build-up.

Even though burdensome surpluses
are no longer overhanging farm mar-
kets, farmers still need and use price-
support loans to protect their prices from
the depressing effects of temporarily
large supplies, particularly at harvest
time. In fiscal year 1967, farmers took
out loans of nearly $1.4 billion on 1966
crops, and at the end of the year, price-
support loans outstanding on these and
previous crops totaled $1.5 billion. In
addition, price-support purchases, pri-
marily of dairy products, amounted to
$327 million.

Commodity inventories owned by CCC
at fiscal year end had a value of $1.9
billion. This was more than $1.2 billion
less than a year earlier and more than
$2 billion less than 2 years ago. The in-
ventories have dropped further since the
end of last fiscal year. The smaller in-
ventory level is bringing substantial re-
ductions in CCC's storage, handling and
transportation costs. In fiscal year 1967,
these costs were down to $310.7 million,
compared to $472.9 million in fiscal year
1966 and $513.6 million in fiscal year
1965.

The CCC, in financing P.L. 480 sales
for foreign currency and under long-
term credit, helps to provide added out-
lets for U.S. farm production and to
supplement the supply of agricultural
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commodities for people in the less de-
veloped countries. During fiscal year 1967,
the total costs of this financing amounted
to nearly $1.3 billion.

The fiscal 1967 Report demonstrates
that the broad authority of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is being used
to benefit both the U.S. farmer and
those in great need abroad. No longer
the caretaker of large and costly sur-
pluses, the CCC is returning to its
original objective of helping farmers to
hold commodities off markets for bet-
ter prices. And farmers are moving into
a new era of balance between supply and
demand, while continuing to help free
the world from the danger of hunger.

LynNpoN B. JOHNSON.

TaE WaITE HOoUsE, May 15, 1968.

REPORTS ON CASH AWARDS TO
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following messages
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying reports,
was referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am happy to transmit to the Con-
gress reports of the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of Transportation on
cash awards to members of our Armed
Forces for noteworthy suggestions, in-
ventions, or scientific achievements.

The cash awards program, first au-
thorized by Congress in September 1965,
has proved an excellent incentive for re-
ducing costs and increasing efficiency in
the Armed Forces.

The largest percentage of awards—=89
percent—continues to be in the $50 and
under range. Of the 34,527 awards, how-
ever, 1,094 awards were over $250. The
total amount paid in awards for sugges-
tions in 1967 was $1,307,832.

In the Department of Defense, over
$63,000,000 in first-year benefits have
resulted from suggestions submitted by
military personnel during 1967. In the
Coast Guard, since the inception of the
program, benefits have amounted to over
$391,000. This raises the total amount
of tangible benefits received during the
relatively short life of the program to
over $119,000,000. Many additional bene-
fits not measurable in dollar amounts
have resulted from suggestions concern-
ing safety and other matters.

Few investments of public funds have
ever returned such prompt results in
economy and efficiency. Few forms of
recognition have so widely benefitted the
morale or encouraged the initiative of
our men and women in uniform.

I urge every Member to examine the
truly remarkable and encouraging
achievements described in these reports
of the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of Transportation.

LynpoN B. JOENSON.

THE WHITE HoUsSE, May 15, 1968.

EXECUTIVE COIV[MUN'ICA'I'IONS

The PRESID]J.\TG OF'FICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
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REerorT OF DEFICIENCIES FOR ARMED SERVICES

A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, reporting, pursuant to law, that cer-
tain deficiencies have been authorized to be
incurred for the necessitles of the current
year In certain appropriations for “Operation
and maintenance,” for the Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, and Alr Force; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of the need for improvement
in utilization of avallable material in the
Department of Defense (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations,

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of the need for improvement in
airlift of cargo to Southeast Asia, Military
Airlift Command, Department of the Air
Force, dated May 14, 1968 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of the need to strengthen con-
trol over incoming U.S. AID cargos in Viet-
nam, Agency for International Development,
Department of the Army, dated May 15, 1968
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

PAYMENT OF CERTAIN EXPENSES RELATING TO
REMAINS OF A FEDERAL EMPLOYEE WHo DIiES
WHILE PERFORMING OFFICIAL DUTIES

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the payment of the ex-
penses of preparation and transporting to his
home or place of interment the remains of
a Federal employee who dies while perform-
ing official duties in Alaska or Hawall, and
for other purposes (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

PAYMENT OF JUDGMENT IN INDIAN CLAIMS
Commission Docker No. 314

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize the preparation of a
roll of persons whose lineal ancestors were
members of the Confederated Tribes of
Weas, Pilankashaws, Peorias, and Kaskaskias,
merged under the treaty of May 30, 1854 (10
Stat, 1082), and to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in Indlan Claims Commission docket
No. 314, amended, and for other purposes;
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

LoaN APPLICATION UNDER SMALL RECLAMATION
ProJECT AcCT

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a copy of an application by the Hidalgo and
Willacy Counties Water Control and Im-
provement District No. 1 of Edcouch, Tex.,
for a loan under the Small Reclamation
Projects Act (with an accompanying docu-
ment); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

RerPoRT OF U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EpvucaTIiOoN, AND WELFARE

A letter from the Acting Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual
report of the U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare for the fiscal year
1967 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the Sen-
ate, or presented, and referred as indi-
cated:
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By the PRESIDING OFFICER:

A resolution adopted by the American
Immigration and Citizenship Conference,
New York, N.Y., praying for the ratification
of the United Nations convention relating to
the status of refugees; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the Ozato Village
Assembly, Okinawa, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation relating to the imme-
diate return of Okinawa to Japan; to the
Committee on Forelgn Relations.

A resolution adopted by the California
Btate Board of Education, Sacramento, Calif.,
urging the continuance of the provisions of
title II of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act at its present level of fund-
ing; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr, JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Public Works, with
amendments:

5.3363. A Dbill to designate the United
States Customs House Bullding in Provi-
dence, R.I., as the “John E, Fogarty Building”
(Rept. No. 1122).

S. 3497 —HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT ACT OF 1968—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE—INDI-
VIDUAL AND ADDITIONAL VIEWS
(8. REPT. NO. 1123)

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, from
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, I report an original bill (S. 3497)
to assist in the provision of housing for
low- and moderate-income families, and
to extend and amend laws relating to
housing and urban development. I ask
unanimous consent that the report be
printed, together with the individual
views of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Percy] and the additional views of Sen-
ators Tower, BENNETT, and HICKEN-
LOOPER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and the bill will be
placed on the calendar; and, without ob-
jection, the report will be printed, as re-
quested by the Senator from Alabama.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. HOLLAND:

5. 34083, A bill for the relief of Dr. Laureano
5. Falla (also known as Severino Laureano
Falla-Alvarez); to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr, HARTEE:

S. 3494. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to provide for disciplinary ac-
tion against employees in the postal field
service who assault other employees in such
service in the performance of official duties,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

(See the remarks of Mr. HARTKE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MILLER (for himself and Mr.
HICKENLOOPER) :

$.3496. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to release certain use restric-
tions on a tract of land in the State of Iowa
in order that such land may be used as a
site for the construction of bulildings or
other improvements for the Iowa Law En-
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forcement Academy; to the Committee on
Armed Services.,
By Mr. MUSKIE:

S5.3496. A bill to amend section 1777(c)
of title 38, United States Code, so as to re-
move the 2-year time limit applicable to
on-the-job training courses for eligible vet-
erans; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

(Bee the remarks of Mr. MuskIie when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr, SPARKMAN:

S. 3497, A bill to assist in the provision of
housing for low- and moderate-income fami-
lies, and to extend and amend laws relating
to housing and urban development; placed
on the calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPAREMAN when
he reported the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. BREWSTER:

S.8498. A bill for the relief of Ho Wing

Hong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JAVITS:

S5.3409. A Dbill to repeal section 8524 of
title 5, United States Code, so that payments
for accrued leave to members of the uni-
formed services will not be counted as Fed-
eral wages for purposes of determining eli-
gibility for unemployment compensation; to
the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. Javits when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ERVIN:

§.8500. A bill for the rellef of Jimmie

R. Pope; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HICKENLOOPER :

S5.3501. A bill for the rellef of Eligio
Cornejo Cruz, M.D.; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

S. 3494—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
PROVIDE FEDERAL PROTECTION
FOR POSTAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing, for appropriate ref-
erence, a measure to provide for diseci-
plinary action against employees in the
postal field service who assault other
employees in such service in the per-
formance of official duties.

Under present provisions of section
1114 of title 18, United States Code, a
Federal penalty exists for murder and
manslaughter if the victim is a U.S.
judge, attorney, U.S. marshall or deputy
marshall, an officer of the FBI, postal
inspector, and a whole list of other Fed-
eral employees in other agencies.

Section 1111 of title 18, United States
Code provides penalties for anyone who
“forcibly assaults, resists, opposes, im-
pedes, intimidates, or interferes with
any person designated in section 1114
of this title while engaged in or on ac-
count of the performance of his official
duties.” Certainly the provisions of title
18, United States Code, sections 1111
and 1114, should be made applicable to
postal employees as well.

In recent months, several brutal as-
saults have taken place around the coun-
try, and I would briefly like to mention
a few to illustrate that a bill such as I
am now offering is badly needed. In
Philadelphia, a postal supervisor was
brutally murdered by a disgruntled em-
ployee. The only thing the supervisor
had done to this employee was to notify
him officially that he was to return to the
position in the post office which he had
originally held.

In another case which happened in
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New York recently, an employee snatched
a fire ax from the wall and menaced a
fellow postal employee. Fortunately, he
was restrained before he could do any
serious damage.

A somewhat similar assault took place
in a Chicago post office where a super-
visor was knocked to the ground by an
employee, who then ran to his locker and
took out an umbrella. Returning to the
prostrate supervisor, he rammed the
point of the umbrella into his chest sev-
eral times, inflicting several very serious
wounds.

In all of these cases, the victim was not
protected by Federal law, and had to seek
justice in a local court. In the case of the
Chicago supervisor, he sought a con-
vietion in a local court, but there were
numerous postponements and by the
time the case was finally heard, the su-
pervisor had fully recovered from his
wounds and the case was promptly dis-
missed.

Mr. President, just as I recognize that
we cannot legislate morality, I equally
recognize that you cannot completely
stop one individual from assaulting an-
other individual if he is so disposed. How-
ever, if a sufficient measure is enacted in-
to law, it would serve as an added deter-
rent, and make a person think twice be-
fore committing a Federal offense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 3494) to amend title 39,
United States Code, to provide for dis-
ciplinary action against employees in the
postal field service who assault other em-
ployees in such service in the perform-
ance of official duties, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. HARTKE, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

8. 3496—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
REMOVE 2-YEAR LIMIT APPLICA-
BLE TO ON-THE-JOB TRAINING
COURSES FOR ELIGIBLE VETER-
ANS

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce today a bill to amend section
1777(c) of title 38, United States Code,
to remove the 2-year time limit applica-
ble to on-the-job training courses for
eligible veterans.

Under existing law no on-the-job
training program is eligible for Veterans’
Administration approval unless it can be
completed within 2 years. Several Navy
Department training programs, particu-
larly the engineering draftsman techni-
cian training program and the mechani-
cal skills progression program, cannot
meet their educational objectives within
2 years. Because of their highly tech-
nical nature, these courses require from
3% to 5 years for completion.

Veterans who enroll in apprenticeship
training programs are covered under the
present law, but trainees enrolled in on-
the-job training programs dealing with
the same skills are not eligible because of
the 2-year time limit. Consequently,
many qualified and otherwise eligible vet-
erans are being denied educational as-
sistance under the GI bill. Because of the
diseriminatory 2-year time limit of the
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present law, veterans enrolled in these
technical training programs are denied
the benefit of educational assistance even
for the first 2 years of the training pro-
gram.

The bill I introduce today would
amend the present law to permit flexi-
bility in determining the length of eligi-
ble programs. My amendment would al-
low the Administrator to evaluate the
eligibility of each program upon the na-
ture of the skill involved and the time
necessary for students to attain the skill
required in the job objective.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
text of this bill printed in the ReEcorp at
this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorbp.

The bill (S. 3496) to amend section
1777(c) of title 88, United States Code,
so as to remove the 2-year time limit ap-
plicable to on-the-job training courses
for eligible veterans, introduced by Mr.
Muskie, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 3406

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That
paragraph (2) of section 1777(c) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“(2) The job customarily requires full-
time training for a period of not less than
slx months and not longer than such period
as may be prescribed by the Administrator,
taking into consideration the time necessary
to attain the skill required for the job ob-
jective, and after consulting with the Secre-
tary of Labor, or his designee, regarding the
length of the training period which should
be prescribed for the job objective.”

S. 3499—INTRODUCTION OF BILL
RELATING TO REPEAL OF 5 U.S.C.
8524(f) CONCERNING DISQUALIFI-
CATION OF EX-SERVICEMEN IN
RECEIPT OF ANNUAL LEAVE FROM
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
repeal 5 TU.S.C. 8524, which pro-
vides that for purposes of determining
the eligibility of ex-servicemen for un-
employment compensation any payment
for unused accrued leave received at the
termination of service is considered to
continue the Federal service and to con-
stitute Federal wages during the period
after termination of service with respect
to which the payment was made.

The effect of this section is to disqual-
ify ex-servicemen from receiving unem-
ployment compensation during the pe-
riod covered by any payment for acerued
leave they may have received upon sepa-
ration, even if the State law under which
compensation is claimed would otherwise
permit payment. This provision unfairly
discriminates against ex-servicemen
since no similar disqualification is im-
posed on Federal civilian employees. The
discrimination is particularly blatant be-
cause the present section 8524 of title 5
is directly traceable to a similar provi-
sion, section 1505 of the Social Security
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Act, 42 U.8.C., section 1365, which in its
original form, did apply to Federal civil-
ian employees.

In 1960 by Public Law 86—442, section
1, effective with benefit years com-
mencing after April 22, 1960, this provi-
sion was repealed, insofar as Federal
civilian employees were concerned. But
in section 2 of the same bill a special pro-
vision was inserted continuing it in effect
for ex-servicemen.

The bill was subject to very little de-
bate in either the House or the Senate
and although the provision continuing
section 1365 in effect for ex-servicemen
was added as an amendment by the
House committee, neither the committee
reports on the bill nor the debates offer
any explanation of the difference in
treatment accorded under the bill to ex-
servicemen and Federal civilian em-
ployees.

The purpose of Public Law 86—442, as
set forth in the committee reports and on
the floor of the House and Senate at the
time it was considered was simply to
leave it up to each individual State to
decide whether or not accrued leave pay-
ments would be considered as wages for
the purpose of determining eligibility for
unemployment compensation. I am in-
formed by the Legislative Reference
Service and the Department of Labor
that approximately 26 States do not treat
accrued leave payments as wages for the
purpose of determining an ex-service-
man'’s eligibility for unemployment com-
pensation. Since unemployment insur-
ance for both ex-civilian employees of
the Federal Government and ex-service-
men are administered in the same man-
ner; that is, through the States, I cannot
see any reason why this matter should
be left to the States in the case of ex-
civilian employees of the Federal Govern-
ment but not in the case of ex-service-
men.

The problem caused by this disparity in
treatment obviously has become more
acute, with the recent expansion of our
Armed Forces and the consequent in-
crease in the number of servicemen who
are now, and will in the future, upon
their discharge, be seeking private em-
ployment. Several committees of the
Congress have already begun to consider
various measures designed to facilitate
the transition from service in the Armed
Forces to private employment. Clearly, at
the very least, our unemployment com-
pensation policy should insure that ex-
servicemen are not discriminated against
in obtaining unemployment compensa-
tion when they are unsuccessful in ob-
taining immediate employment upon
their discharge. That is the purpose of
the bill I have introduced today. I em-
phasize that this bill would not compel
any State to disregard accrued leave pay-
ments received by servicemen in deter-
mining eligibility for unemployment
compensation; it merely allows the
States to decide for themselves whether
or not to do so, as in the case of Federal
civilian employees. The Department of
Labor informs me that the total cost of
this bill based on current experience
would not exceed $2.5 million per year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.
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The bill (S. 3499) to repeal section 8524
of title 5, United States Code, so that
payments for accrued leave to members
of the uniformed services will not be
counted as Federal wages for purposes of
determining eligibility for unemployment
compensation introduced by Mr. JaviTs,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] be added as a
cosponsor of the bill (S. 3165) to amend
the Consolidated Farmers Home Admin-
istration Aect of 1961, as amended, to pro-
vide for loans to public bodies which
upon sale by the Farmers Home Admin-
istration shall bear taxable interest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SENATE RESOLUTION 289—RESOLU-
TION TO AUTHORIZE THE PRINT-
ING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
REPORT ACCOMPANYING S. 3497

Mr. SPARKMAN submitted a resolu-
tion (S. Res. 289) authorizing the print-
ing of additional copies of the Senate re-
port to accompany S. 3497, the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968,
which was considered and agreed to.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. SPARKMAN,
;vhlt;h appears under a separate head-
ng.

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 791

Mr. TYDINGS submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (8. 917) to assist State and loecal
governments in reducing the incidence of
crime, to increase the effectiveness, fair-
ness, and coordination of law enforce-
ment and criminal justice systems at all
levels of government, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 792

Mr. DODD submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to Sen-
ate bill 917, supra, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 793

Mr. LONG of Missouri submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him, to Senate bill 917, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 794

Mr. BENNETT submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
Senate bill 917, supra, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF EDWIN M. ZIMMERMAN,
OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT ATTORNEY GENERAL

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
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I desire to give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Wednesday,
May 22, 1968, at 10:30 a.m., in room 2228,
New Senate Office Building, on the nom-
ination of Edwin M. Zimmerman, of Cali-
fornia, to be an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, Vice Donald Frank Turner.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations as may be perti-
nent.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN],
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Hruskal, and myself, as chairman.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nominations have been referred
to and are now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Eldon B. Mahon, of Texas, to be U.S.
attorney, northern District of Texas, for
a term of 4 years, vice Harold Barefoot
Sanders, Jr., resigned.

Richard B. Hardee, of Texas, to be U.S.
attorney, eastern district of Texas, for a
term of 4 years, vice Willlam Wayne
Justice, resigning.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in these nominations
to file with the committee, in writing, on
or before Wednesday, May 22, 1968, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nominations, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear at
any hearing which may be scheduled.

JUDICIAL REFORM ACT—NOTICE
OF CHANGE OF HEARING DATE

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Judiciary Committee’s
Subcommittee on Improvements in Ju-
dicial Machinery, I wish to announce that
the subcommittee’s hearing on S. 3055,
the Judicial Reform Act, scheduled for
tomorrow at 10 a.m., has been postponed
until June 6 at 10 a.m. Chief Judge J.
Edward Lumbard, of the U.S. Circuit
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit,
who was originally scheduled to testify
tomorrow, has graciously agreed to ap-
pear on June 6.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NON-
APPROPRIATED FUND ACTIVITY
JURISDICTION (S. 3163)

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Im-
provements in Judicial Machinery of the
Committee on the Judiciary, I wish to
announce the continuation of hearings
by that subcommittee on S. 3163, a bill
to provide courts of the United States
with jurisdiction over contract claims
against nonappropriated fund activities
of the United States.

The hearings will begin at 9:30 a.m.,
on Tuesday, May 21, 1968, in the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee hear-
ing room, 6206 New Senate Office Build-
ing.
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OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in the
course of this debate, and for the last 6
years as far as I am concerned person-
ally, I have been criticized publicly and
privately, indeed put upon in person,
hecause I have proposed a much-needed
firearms law to disarm criminals and
the demented.

The charge invariably has been that
I am trying to disarm the American
sportsmen. The hunters, I have been
told, are a good lot and should not be in-
convenienced by rules and regulations.

I can say that the hunters, shooters,
sportsmen I have known have been a
good lot, men of substance and standing
in the community. And I have been care-
ful to preserve their rights in the legisla-
tion I have proposed.

But no one would contend that all
those who masquerade as target shooters,
hunters, sportsmen really do wear white
hats, that they are really qualified to be
a symbol of the American rifleman.

The fact is that large numbers of the
untrained, the unskilled, and the unprin-
cipled go about in the garb and under the
guise of hunters and sportsmen. There is
not a hunter, or law officer, or conserva-
tionist in the country who does not know
that. They also know that traditional
hunting and sporting weapons constantly
show up in crimes, and I say crimes of
the most heinous variety.

The untrained and the unskilled and
the careless sportsman each year ac-
counts for the deaths of thousands of in-
nocent people, and the maiming of tens
of thousands of others.

And only the most unsophisticated
would claim ignorance of the fact that
extremists, criminals, the insane, and
others take advantage of the easy way
the law is written to accommodate the
hunter and sportsman to arm themselves
against the public interest.

Only those who cannot read would say
this is not so. Extremists on both sides
have publicly advocated the stockpiling
of arms—and that stockpiling is done
legally under the existing law.

In point of fact, the hunters them-
selves see themselves in a poor light.

Consider this description of the east-
ern deer hunter by Roger Barlow, which
appeared in the September 1966 edition
of Guns and Ammo magazine. I entitle
it “Mommy, Mommy, They Killed
Bambi”:

A hunting friend in New Jersey recently
protested that we hunters are ourselves
largely responsible for the almost unbeliev-
ably repulsive “image’” we present to the
vastly more numerous non-hunting—but
voting—public. We shooters, he points out,
are supposed to love and understand guns—
yet each year far too many Eastern deer
hunters are killed. Some of us obviously don't
understand guns and hunt!ng. Therefore all
hunters are discredited in the many un-
friendly news storles and editorials dealing
with such “accidents.”

But far more important than this, my
Jersey friend insists, Is our perverse and
stupid insistence each fall upon parading
thousands of bleed.lng deer carcasses on car
roofs along hundreds of thousand of miles
of turnpikes, highways and byways, through
thousands of towns and hundreds of cities.
Literally millions of non-hunting Eastern
citizens are forcefully reminded by a revolt-



May 15, 1968

ing and bloody display (to them) of the rep-
rehensible activitles of the hunters they al-
ready despise and resent.

I've seen children get semi-hysterical in a
restaurant parking lot when a successful deer
hunter's car drives up, “Mommy, Mommy,
they killed Bambi!"

This hunter from New Jersey is quite
right—why must we, as individuals, discredit
ourselves as a group by driving around in red
caps and jackets with a gory deer on our car?
We can just as easlly avold offending and
antagonizing our far more numerous fellow
citizens of this area upon whose good will
our future hunting depends.

It is to our own great advantage not to re-
mind our non-hunting neighbors, who out-
vote us, that hunting involves killing.

We do have to worry about what all the
housewives and little old ladies (of both
sexes) think about us. It may not be too late
for us Eastern hunters to live down our
reputation of being “Bambil killers.”

But killing Bambi is not the whole
picture. It does not tell nearly all of the
story.

Firearms have accounted for 792,343
deaths from 1900 through 1966.

That is more Americans than were
killed in all our wars put together. Think
of that and consider this breakdown:

DGR GIdeR e s s e 278, 519
L L e S e S P i R S R S Y 369, 306
AOMAeNty - oo 144,518

R e ey 792, 343

The exact toll of firearms in the wrong
hands will never be known. The above
figures do not include the almost 80,000
who are maimed each year by the un-
skilled and unprincipled.

I mean the people who are cut down
by the witless, senseless ‘“sportsmen,”
armed with rifles and shotguns, like the
woman in Maryland who was shot in the
neck while weeding her garden just this
week, or the little girl knocked out of a
tree in Virginia by a high-powered rifle
while picking peaches a year or so ago.

Are these the sportsmen who demand
the right to go unfettered in their pursuit
of shooting happiness, so often adver-
tised and glorified in the shooting
magazines?

The National Rifle Association has
sponsored an advertisement in its cam-
paign to enroll a million members which
reads like this: “More Fun With Your
Guns the Year Around—Join the Na-
tional Rifle Association.”

The NRA also puts emphasis on the
need for firearms safety as part of its
program. Obviously, the safety program
has had little effect in terms of the mag-
nitude of the problem since the founding
of the organization.

It is estimated that some 20,000 per-
sons will be shot to death this year, and
enough more to make up 100,000 innocent
people will be wounded or maimed.

Mr. President, I personally do not be-
lieve that “plinking is fast becoming the
national family pastime,” as Capt. Wil-
liam Askins contends in the June 1968
issue of Guns and Ammo magazine
which is entitled “.22 Plinking Pistol for
Summer Fun.”

I disagree with Captain Askins when
he says:

No Sunday afternoon plcnic is complete
without a plinking session.

He says:
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The most common target for plinking is
tin cans, but more satisfying are bottles, be-
cause of the delightful way they break. I
like a reaction when I hit a target. Rats,
cockroaches, turtles, frogs and sparrows are
on my plinking list, too. One of my best
plinking sessions was spent shooting English
sparrows out of cottonwoods surrounding a
farm in Oklahoma, I proudly finished up the
afternoon with a bag of 21 birds.

My idea of a Sunday afternoon picnic
is something different.

But this is one shooter's portrait of a
Sunday afternoon picnie.

There are other views of the shooter,
the sportsman who wants everything and
is willing to give nothing in return.

One such word picture of the “hunt-
ing establishment” was drawn by Bil
Gilbert, a noted naturalist, an expert in
survival techniques, and a native resi-
dent of rural Pennsylvania.

It was published in the October 21,
1967, issue of the Saturday Evening Post.

He sees the hunting establishment,
which I point out includes most of the
associations and conservation groups
that form the gun lobby, as “the most
pampered, privileged, subsidized, rec-
reational group in existence.” He says:

Nevertheless, it has a paranolac fear of
even the mildest criticism.

That is how he begins his article. I
can say that from experience the most of
his opinions and virtually all of his facts
are well taken.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire article be printed in the Recorp at
this point so that when sportsmen, hunt-
ers, conservationists, and shooters are
referred to in this debate, it will be prop-
erly understood that while these sports-
men are not all bad, neither are they
all good.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

HunTING IS A DIRTY BUSINESS
(By Bil Gilbert)

(Nore—A native resident of rural Penn-
sylvania, naturalist and author Bil Gilbert
has taught survival techniques to members
of the Peace Corps.)

The sports-hunting Establishment—the
numerous private and public agencles, in-
dustries and lobbies whose life depends upon
the killing of our native fauna for pleasure—
is the most pampered, privileged, subsidized
recreational group in exlstence. Nevertheless,
it has a paranoiac fear of even the mildest
criticism. As far as hunters are concerned,
every critlc is a sentimental old lady (re-
gardless of sex), She is also most probably a
vegetarian agent of the soclalist conspiracy.

I grew up among a clan whose first instinct
upon encountering a creature was to blow
a hole In it. Now I earn my living as a
naturalist, although when I am in the bush
and hungry I will kill and eat anything I
can. I have no moral objections to killing
varlous specles for legitimate purposes. But
I think a live mallard is a thing of beauty
and wonder and a dead duck an object of
limited interest. The usual hunter does not
see the difference.

At the lowest critical level, in my experi-
ence, the average hunter is a hypocritical
nuisance. Unfortunately I have intimate
knowledge of the common, suburban-garden
type of sport. Each year the easterly spur of
the central Appalachians on which we live
is invaded by several regiments of gunners
from the wilds of Washington, Baltimore,
Philadelphia. Each one seems to believe that
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because he is trying to shoot an inoffensive
animal, he is a tough, crafty, courageous
woodsman whose chest is covered with hair,
a figure out of James Fenimore Cooper by
Ernest Hemingway. Frankly I suffer these
clowns more as a composite of Studs Lonigan
and Walter Mitty.

Physlcally they run to paunch and red
faces. They are slow of foot, expensively
dressed from the tips of their down bootees
to the knobs of their silver hip flasks. They
have little desire to search for game, but a
great desire to kill something that can be
tied to a fender or held up in a barroom.
They shoot from the road (“Don’t slam the
door, Jack, you’ll scare him")., They rarely
pursue wounded game, and after a hunting
season the woods are filled with cripples.
Hunters are noisy, belligerent and the dirti-
est of all outdoors-users, littering the land-
scape with bottles, corn plasters and aspirin
tins. They are also dangerous.

Stories about hunters shooting cows, goats,
poodles, Volkswagens and people are part
of the folklore, but unfortunately they are
frequently true. One fall I foolishly ven-
tured out with three small children into our
overgrown pasture. Suddenly there was the
report of a gun, the zing-zing of slugs pass=-
ing through the underbrush a foot or so over
our heads. One satisfaction of the whole
scary incldent was proving that at least one
bird watcher was hardy enough to run down
one 17-year-old hunter. I took the gun away
from the boy and took him to his father,
who was sporting nearby. The old man mildly
admonished the boy and lectured me sternly
about letting “unmarked” children wander
about our own posted field.

Beyond the fact that sports hunters are,
as a rule, disreputable, the most obvious
complaint agalnst them is that they are
destructive of wildlife. Several species—the
passenger pigeon, heath hen, Eskimo cur-
lew—were simply hunted into extinection.
Many more—buffalo, antelope, grizzly bear,
wolf, mountain lion, eagle, certain water=-
fowl—now barely survive.

Hunters say that these were merely atroecl-
ties of the past, committed by gunmen who
had not been saved by the National Wild-
life Federation or the National Rifle Asso-
ciation. Today’s hunters are said to be en-
lightened conservationists whose fees and
political support make possible all sorts of
wildlife research, protection and preservation.
In fact, about half of the funds of state
game agencies is spent to hire, equip and arm
wardens to protect wildlife from gunners.
Hunters are therefore in the position of
would-be bank robbers who, upon encoun-
tering armed guards in front of a vault, de-
cline to blow it open and then demand a
good-conduct medal.

While traveling throughout the country
recently, I got in the habit of asking state
wildlife officials what they thought would
happen if they suddenly halted all thelr en-
forcement activities. Eventually all admitted
that without gardens the sports gunners
would probably come close to wiping out
all game and a variety of other species. Ac-
tually, removing all hunting restrictions
might be the quickest, most effective and
natural way of solving the whole hunting
problem. It is likely that after a year or two
there would be scarcely any conspicuous ani-
mals left alive within a quarter of a mile of
any road. Surviving wildlife could then be
left for nature lovers and those who have
sufficient pride, endurance and patience to
master the skills of true hunting.

The most irksome aspect of all of this is
that, unlike bridge players, Boy Scouts, pool
hustlers or any other sporting group, hunters
are more or less public wards. I, you, we are
required to subsidize hunters with our taxes
and set aside large chunks of our Increas-
ingly scarce wild lands and wildlife for their
use. Somewhere in the neighborhood of 25,-
000 public wildlife “conservation”™ workers,
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state and federal, consume upwards of a
half-billion dollars a year mostly to make it
easier and quicker for gunners to gun things.
No other sport comes anywhere close to being
so pampered and coddled.

Take, for example, the National Wildlife
Refuge system operated by the Department
of the Interior. Some 29 million acres of
public land (2 million more than are in the
Natlonal Park system) are set aside for wild-
life refuges. Much of this land is managed
and maintained for the primary benefit of
waterfowl gunners. Hunters point out that
they buy duck stamps and assert that this
money pays for the refuge system. The truth
is that the annual refuge budget is about
830 million, and the annual income from
duck stamps is $5 million. In other words,
about 85 percent of the refuge money comes
from general tax revenues. So far as I know,
there are no state game agencies that do not
need appropriations which issue from people
who do not hunt at all.

Hunters attempt to justify this obvious
inequity by explaining that the work of state
and federal wildlife agencles benefits all
wildlife. It is claimed that state and federal
hunting lands also serve as a sanctuary for
many nongame birds and mammals. They do
sometimes, but it is largely accidental. For
example, Michigan is contemplating creating
about a half-million acres of new deer hab-
itat. This will involve bulldozing the land,
turning it into deer-browse scrub. Some
other species will find this scrub hospitable,
but the variety of wildlife that can use the
land will decline. From the standpoint of
the nature watcher, these acres will be about
as attractive as a housing development in
preconstruction stages.

The record of research and management of
nongame specles carried on by public wild-
life agencies is all but nonexistent. You
seldom find public wildlife employees out
ministering to a bluebird, chipmunk or owl,
since they are occupied almost exclusively
with about 30 shootable specles (out of ap-
proximately 1,000) of North American birds
and mammals. “You may be hired as a wild-
life manager, biologist or whatever, but you
soon find that you are paid to put out so
much meat on the hoof,” explains a man
who until last year was an official in a *“con-
servation” department. He is now employed
by a private conservation foundation. “I just
goti tired of being a butcher's assistant and
quit.”

The results of our national wildlife policy,
almost totally dominated by hunters, have
been disastrous. A few months ago, for ex-
ample, the Secretary of the Interior pub-
lished a list of 169 species of animals judged
to be either rare or endangered; that is, they
have come perilously close to extinction as
public wildlife agencles mismanage or decline
to manage nongame specles. Another fact
that should be considered is that hunters,
despite their many privileges, are minority
users of wildlife, and their numbers are de-
clining. In 1960 the Department of the In-
terior estimated there were 1415 million
sports hunters. In the 1965 edition of the de-
partment’s report the number of hunters
had dropped by a million, and by now the de-
partment has finally counted others who ap-
preciate our wildlife, without violence. There
were 1114 million nonhunting users of our
fauna, to whom must be added the 120 mil-
lion national-park users (most of whom hope
to encounter a bear in the Smokies, an elk
in Yellowstone, a moose on Isle Royale) and
the uncountable number whose Sunday stroll
can be made memorable by the sight of a
pheasant, fox or hawk.

Despite their declining numbers and im-
portance, the hunters are grabbing success-
fully for still more privileges. When federal
legislation for study and management of
rare and endangered wildlife was finally en-
acted in 1966, the price of its passage was a
rider that permitted all of the National Wild-
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life Refuge system to be opened to hunt-
ing. Previously, hunting had been allowed on
no more than 40 percent of any given refuge.
Many of our new and proposed national
parks—Pictured Rocks in northern Michigan
being an example—are administered by the
National Park Service, and commonly called
national parks, and yet federal administra-
tors explain that these lands are not “na-
tional parks” but “national recreation areas.”
Through semanties, hunting is not being in-
troduced into forbidden parks, only Iinto
recreational areas.

An obvious solution to many of these in-
consistencies and inequities is to remove the
financial—and thus polticial—stranglehold
that hunters and many public wildlife men
believe they have on widlife agencies. The
cruclial need is for all the operating funds
for wildlife agencles to be appropriated from
general revenues, Freed from the bondage of
hunters’ money, state and federal wildlife
agencies should be required to initiate re-
search and habitat-development-and-preser-
vation programs which would benefit all our
fauna, not just those creatures that hunters
shoot. There Is no reason why some public
refuges could not be managed for the pleas-
ure and instruction of small boys who want
to climb trees to see crows’ nests, of butter-
fly collectors, deer photographers and those
who simply enjoy seeing and contemplating
the ways of species not classified as human.

The increase in numbers of non-hunting
wildlife-users suggests a source of conserva-
tion funds that might more than compen-
sate for the loss of hunters’ fees. Already the
Federal Government, in a quiet attempt to
free itself from hunters’ pressure, has begun
to tap this source. Last year some nine mil-
lion dollars was collected from campers, bird
watchers, picnickers and scenery viewers and
funneled into the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund. I concede that hunters, whatever
their failings, still constitute a recognizable
recreational group, and some provision
should be made for them. However, they
should, proportionately, recelve no greater
privileges than are granted other sports—
pleasure boaters, campers, golfers. Perhaps
their share should be a little less since hunt-
ing is an aggressive, exploitive use of re-
sources, and the land where ducks are being
shot is unsafe for other fun and games. If a
fair share of public land, money and services
seems to hunters to be insufficlent for their
needs, then they would be free to buy and
stock their own land and pay fees to private
landowners or hunting clubs.

None of these changes in wildlife policy
and use will occur simply because they are
logical and equitable. Hunters are so firmly
entrenched in our wildlife bureaucracy that
only a concerted, aggressive campaign will
flush them. A philosophical basis for this
campaign might be the realization that
despite a lot of plous, self-congratulatory
propaganda, hunters generally are a destruc-
tive, dangerous lot, who have made a mess
of our wildlife resources. They may or may
not have hair on thelr chests, and maybe
some do. But hunters all must be skinned of
the right to use the forests and fields as if
they were a personal preserve, a private
butcher shop.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, so that my
colleagues will understand precisely what
the firearms lobby consists of as it is
used in this debate, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
at the conclusion of my remarks, an
article on the group’s membership which
was prepared and published April 10,
1968, by the editors of Congressional
Quarterly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. DODD. The article, which identi-
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fies the National Rifle Association as the
leader and principal spokesman for the
gun lobby, is reasonably, but not entirely
complete.

Nor are the references to finances, and
their resources complete. I will submit
for the Recorp a more thorough analysis
of these items at a later date.

ExHIBIT 1
[From Congressional Quarterly, Apr. 10, 1968]
PRESSURE GROUP EFFORT AGAINST GUN CoN-

TROL LEGISLATION PACED BY THE NATIONAL
RIFLE ASSOCIATION

Following are the major pressure groups
that have worked for and against gun control
legislation:

NRA. The National Rifle Assn, (NRA) is by
far the most powerful pressure group against
strong firearms-control measures. The orga-
nization was founded in 1871 by National
Guard officers to improve its members’ marks-
manship. By 1968, the NRA had more than
900,000 members. Of the NRA's $5.7-milllon
budget in 1967, only $131,000 went to its
legislative activities, according to the orga-
nization's annual report. The large bulk of
the funds (37 percent) went to publish its
magazine, The American Rifleman (25 per-
cent of the income of the NRA was from ad-
vertising in the magazine, which is sent free
to all members). The remainder of the NRA's
expenditures went for such activities as com-
petitions, promotion and membership activ-
itles, including the keeping of marksmanship
records.

The NRA has never registered as a lobby=
ing organization on the grounds that its
functions are primarily educational and that
its legislative activities are not a “substan-
tial” portion of its total activities. According
to Congressional sources, NRA officers are sel-
dom in direct contact with Members of Con-
gress. But the organization is remarkably
efficient in sending information on gun legis-
lation to its members and in encouraging the
members to write letters. NRA Secretary
Frank C. Daniel told CQ he had no idea how
many letters an NRA appeal could generate.
But he said that “perhaps half a million
would not be too far off.”

The NRA’s legislative information activities
are under Daniel’s direction. The organiza-
tion keeps a complete file, not only of federal
laws affecting firearms but also of the laws
of each state and many large cities. When
gun-control legislation is introduced in a
state legislature or in a major city, the NRA
immediately sends a two- or four-page bul-
letin to its members in the area affected. The
bulletin describes the proposal, gives the NRA
opinion of the effects it would have and Hsts
the appropriate legislators and city officials
whom the NRA members are encouraged to
write. Similar information is contained in
each issue of the Rifieman.

More than 500 bills pertaining to firearms,
hunting or conservation were introduced in
state legislatures in 1967, a typlcal year, ac-
cording to NRA officials. A number of these
would have put firearms under stricter regu-
lations. Yet, as an indication of the effec-
tiveness of the NRA’'s legislative bulletins, no
gun control legislation which the NRA ac-
tively opposed has been adopted at the state
or local level in decades with the exception
of a 1966 New Jersey law and city ordinances
in New York City, Chicago and Philadelphia.

The NRA galns some of its strength from
its close ties with the Pentagon, These ties
remain despite the 1967 cancellation of Gov-
ernment support for the NRA-sponsored Na-
tional Rifle Matches. The group’s Executive
Vice President, Franklin L, Orth, is a former
deputy assistant secretary of the Army (also
a former member of the Subversive Activities
Control Board). And many of the past mili-
tary directors of the civillan marksmanship
program have retired from the Army and are
now on the NRA payroll,

A major source of strength in recrulting
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membership is a 1903 law, and its subsequent
amendments, which gives the Pentagon only
two ways to rid itself of surplus firearms and
ammunition. It can sell the surplus for scrap.
Or it can sell it to NRA members at a bargain
price. In 1967, after the Detroit riot, 400
members of the Detroit police force were re-
quired to pay a $5 membership fee to the
NRA before they could purchase surplus car-
bines for use in riot control.

‘Wildlife Groups. Wildlife and conservation
organizations also have opposed strong gun
control legislation. According to an official
of a wildlife organizaiton, they tended to
follow the lead of the National Rifie Assn.
on legislative matters, opposing what the
NRA opposed and supporting what the NRA
supported. “We have no machinery to eval-
uate gun laws ourselves, so we depend on
them,” the official said.

Among the better known of these organiza-
tions are: The National Wildlife Federation,
a nonprofit private organization seeking to
attain “conservation goals through educa-
tional means"; the Wildlife Management In-
stitute, concerned with research into wild-
life restoration, which has 15,000 members;
and the Izaak Walton League, concerned with
hunting and fishing.

Firearms and ammunition manufacturers
contribute heavily to the support of the
National Wildlife Federation and the Wild-
life Management Institute. And a sizeable
portion of the federal funds that are spent
for wildlife and conservation are directly
related to gun and ammunition manufactur-
ing. Under the Patman-Robertson Act (the
Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act) of
1937, which was supported by the gun indus-
try, an 1l-percent excise tax on the manu-
facture of sporting arms and ammunition is
earmarked for aiding state fish and game
agencies. In 1867, this excise tax generated
$28 million for the states. While virtually
every other industry in the country opposes
excise taxes on its own goods, the firearms
industry repeatedly has supported the Pitt-
man-Robertson tax.

Industry Organizations. The National
Shooting Sports Foundation (NSSF) is an
organization of about 100 manufacturers,
dealers, magazines and organizations with
interests in sports shooting. It was estab-
lished in 1961, to conduct promotion and
public relations for the industry. According
to Carl Bakal's book, “The Right to Bear
Arms,” the organization was conceived on
June 8, 1960, at a New York seminar on anti-
firearms legislation. The New York Times re-
ported that the conferees—firearms indus-
try representatives, outdoor writers and con-
servationists—agreed that a central body was
needed to coordinate the efforts of “many
public and industrial groups that already
monitor vigilantly a yearly torrent of bills in
Congress, legislatures and city councils aimed
at the regulation of firearms.” The organiza-
tion spends large sums of money on adver-
tising and promotion ($200,000 in 1963, ac-
cording to Bakal), and some of the ads are
concerned with legislation. For instance, one
which ran In outdoor magazines went: “Law-
makers who know the feel of the field can
become great marksmen. Good enough to
shoot holes in the antifirearm argument.”
The NSSF has never reglstered as a lobbyist.

In addition to the NSSF, the Sporting Arms
and Ammunition Manufacturers' Institute
(SAAMI), a trade association of nine of the
largest makers of guns and ammunition, has
opposed firearms control legislation,

Many manufacturers have Washington
offices, including Colt, DuPont (the parent
company of Remington) and Olin Mathieson
(Winchester-Western). But, except for the
four manufacturers which registered a rep-
resentative In 1965—Savage Arms, Redfield
Gun Sight Co., O.F. Mossberg & Sons Inc, and
High Standard Corp.—none has lobbyists
registered for it.
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COUNCIL FOR A RESPONSIBLE FIREARMS POLICY

The only organization primarily concerned
with enacting stronger gun-control laws has
been the National Council for a Responsible
Firearms Policy. The Council was formed in
1967, and has as directors such prominent
men as New York Mayor John V. Lindsay
(R), former Maryland Gov. J. Millard Tawes
(D) and author Cleveland Amory.

The Council has few members, no more
than 75, according to one source. Its secre-
tary, J. Elllott Corbett, would not tell CQ
how many members the organization has,
but he sald there were “not as many as we
would like.” The Council also has no full-
time staff and little money.

Corbett said the Council has applied to the
IRS for tax-exempt status as an educational
organization, and, he sald, if this is approved,
the organization will hire a staff and become
more active. The Council has not and does
not plan to register as a lobbyist.

THE SENATE SHOULD ENACT TITLE
IV, THE CONCEALED WEAPONS
TITLE OF THE OMNIBUS CRIME
ACT

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, Con-
gress has an obligation to the American
people to delay no longer the enactment
of legislation which will place reason-
able, intelligent, and long-needed curbs
on the indiscriminate interstate traffic
in firearms. I believe that the passage
of title IV of S. 917 will give us such
legislation.

Most of us are—or should be—aware
of the major provisions of title IV. It
has been the subject of heated debate
both in and out of the Senate. The pro-
visions were the subject of congressional
hearings in 1963, 1964, 1965, and 1967.
It has been the target of well organized
attacks again and again and to many
of us who have supported it there have
been asecribed a variety of motives which
range from a simple lack of understand-
ing to a diabolical desire to strip our
fellow citizens of their constitutional
rights. The charges used in these attacks
have been ridiculous, wrong, and in many
instances, irrational.

We have been told that gun control
is a local problem; we have heard that
gun laws do not keep firearms out of the
hands of criminals; and the highly vocal
opponents of effective gun legislation
would have us believe that passage of
the bill would lead to the disarming of
our citizenry.

The time has come, I believe, for us
to reject these frivolous and ill-founded
charges and to acknowledge the serious
threat which unbridled firearms traffic
poses to this Nation’s well-being. Indeed,
it has passed from being a mere threat
to becoming stark reality in many areas
of the country. The evidence is all about
us; we need only examine it to discover
that the danger is immediate, clear and
real. We cannot afford to ignore it.

I noted a moment ago that it has been
said that the imposition of any controls
upon the use, acquisition or possession
of guns is properly a function of the
States. It has also been said that the
Federal Government should not invade
a field in which the States are best qual-
ified to act.

I think it is abundantly clear that title
IV does not represent an effort on the
part of the Congress to invade the do-
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main of the States; I think it is equally
clear that what title IV does represent
is an effort to help the States help them-
selves. And, title IV would do that simply
by controlling the flow of weapons from
State to State.

The ultimate purpose of the over-
whelming majority of State gun laws is
to keep firearms out of the hands of
criminals and others who are obviously
unfit to properly use such weapons and
to prohibit the acquisition and posses-
sion of certain types of weapons and
destructive devices for which there is
no legitimate need.

Title IV contains two important pro-
visions which would help the States to
achieve that purpose: First, title IV
would direct the flow of commercial in-
terstate traffic in firearms between per-
sons licensed under the act. Second, a
dealer-licensee would be prohibited from
selling firearms, other than rifles and
shotguns, to a resident of a State other
than that in which the dealer’s place of
business is located. Where rifles and
shotguns are concerned, a licensee could
sell to out-of-State residents only if he
were satisfied that the laws of the buyer’s
home State did not preclude his purchase
or possession of such a firearm in the
purchaser's own State.

Title IV also imposes restrictions on
private interstate sales and purchases
of firearms. A nonlicensee would be pro-
hibited from selling a firearm, other than
a shotgun or rifle, outside his State of
residence. Further, this measure would
prohibit a purchaser from transporting
into or receiving in his State of residence
a firearm, other than a rifle or shotgun.
purchased outside that State, or a rifle
or a shotgun which it would be illegal for
him to purchase or possess in his home
State, county, or city. These are neces-
sary restrictions, for without them, State
and local authorities would be given little
support in the implementation of their
own gun control laws.

I recognize that these measures might,
at times, cause minor inconvenience to
private individuals but I believe that this
is a small price to pay for the benefits
which will flow from such measures.

In recent years, shameful and tragic
riots have shocked many of our major
urban areas. We know of the frightful
toll in lives and property which has been
taken during these periods of civil unrest.
Our law enforcement agencies have told
us of the role which guns have played in
making even more difficult the hazardous
duties of our police and firefighters.

During the riot which swept Detroit,
Mich., during July 23 to 30 of last year,
police officers were shot by snipers and
16 others were injured as a result of
snipers firing at police vehicles. In that
period, some 267 handguns were confis-
cated and many of them taken from
known killers, robbers, thieves, and loot-
ers. Under Michigan law, a permit is
required to purchase a handgun and
such guns must also be registered. Yet
207 of these guns were not registered
and 38 were taken from individuals
who possessed the weapons without the
knowledge of the owners.

Detroit law-enforcement authorities
established that the majority of the
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handguns seized from the rioters had
come from out-of-State, most of them
from Toledo, Ohio, where no meaningful
gun control laws exist.

The same pattern has been followed in
city after city and until effective Federal
legislation is enacted there appears to
be little cause to hope that the pattern
will be broken. The National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders has
strongly urged passage of this legisla-
tion. The Commission concluded after
months of intensive study:

The fact that firearms can readily be ac-
quired is an obviously dangerous factor in
dealing with civil disorders. It makes it easier
for a serious incident to spark a riot and
may increase the level of violence during dis-
orders. It increases the dangers faced by
police and others seeking to control riots . . .

We . . . believe that Federal legislation is
essentlal in order to make state and local
laws fully effective, and to regulate areas be-
yond the reach of state government.

I do not believe it necessary to dwell
at length upon the features of title IV. We
know what the bill provides and we know
what it does not provide. The opponents
of the bill know that this legislation is
not intended nor will it disarm law-abid-
ing and responsible citizens. They also
know that it is clearly constitutional.

The time has come when we must
evaluate our country’'s needs objectively,
disregarding the emotional rhetoric
which has accompanied almost every at-
tempt to obtain rational gun controls. I
think that after we have made our
evaluation of those needs, we will ap-
preciate the urgency for the immediate
enactment of sensible and effective gun
confrols. Indeed, a perusal of the many
hearings held in recent years on pro-
posed Federal gun controls convinces one
that those opposing meaningful and ef-
fective controls in this vital area are
purporting to support weaker measures,
but would prefer no measure be passed
at all.

We are now living in troubled times.
The welfare and safety of this Nation
demands effective firearms controls. The
vast majority of our citizens support
meaningful controls,

How long are we going to continue to
allow maniacs, criminals, drug addicts,
drunkards, and other irresponsible peo-
ple easy access to lethal firearms? The
time has come for Congress to enact a
strong and effective Federal firearms law
now. We have been considering firearms
legislation since prior to President Ken-
nedy's assassination in 1963. We have not
enacted any substantive firearms legis-
lation since 1938—nearly 30 years ago.

How long will we continue to allow
nearly 19,000 deaths each year by means
of firearms? How long will we allow
criminals to use firearms in some 43,000
aggravated assaults and some 50,000 rob-
beries each year? Guns claim on the
average of 50 lives a day or one every
half hour, and are the means used
to kill more than 95 percent of the police
slain each year across the Nation. Three-
quarters of a million people have died
in the United States by firearms misuse
since 1900—more than in all our wars.

Title IV is an effective means of con-
trolling the indiscriminate sale of hand-
guns in interstate commerce, although
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frankly, I believe we need controls over
indiscriminate sale of rifies and shotguns
as well.

Rifles and shotguns were used in about
one-third of the homicides committed
with firearms last year. More and more
maniacs and criminals are resorting to
these weapons to maim and kill people.
This legislation should be of material
assistance to the States in enforcing
their own State and local firearms laws.

The present Federal Firearms Act is
totally ineffective and inadequate to deal
with our firearms problem today. There
are presently no controls over the inter-
state mail-order sale of handguns and
the over-the-counter purchase of hand-
guns by nonresidents. Criminals use the
interstate mail-order route to circum-
vent effective State and local firearms
laws by having handguns shipped into
their State unknown to law-enforcement
officials. Criminals also buy handguns in
States where firearms laws are lax, and
return to their own State where the laws
are more stringent and could not pur-
chase a handgun to commit ecrimes.
These handguns are again obtained un-
known to law-enforcement officials.

Firearms legislation has been endorsed
by the President, the International Asso-
ciation of Chiefs of Police, the American
Bar Association, the Department of Jus-
tice and FBI, most State and local law-
enforcement officers in the United
States, and numerous National, State,
county, and local organizations.

Public opinion polls have shown re-
peatedly that a vast majority of the pub-
lic favor more effective Federal firearms
control. The latest Harris survey indi-
cated that the Ameriean people favor the
passage of Federal laws that place tight
controls over the sale of guns in this
country by 71 to 23 percent margin.
This poll indicated that the public
favored registration of firearms. How-
ever, title IV is much less severe than
registration. The National Crime Com-
mission in its February, 1967 report
recommended registration of firearms.
Again title IV nowhere approaches this
type of strict regulation.

This bill will not hamper the legiti-
mate sportsman or the hunter in obtain-
ing his rifles and shotguns, nor will it
hamper or prevent a person from possess-
ing a firearm in his home or place of busi-
ness for self-defense, assuming he has
complied with his State and local laws.

Title IV is aimed primarily at con-
trolling the interstate sale of handguns.

It would—

Prohibit the interstate mail-order sale
of handguns, except between federally
licensed firearms dealers;

Prohibit the over-the-counter sale of
handguns to persons not residing in the
State in which the firearms dealer’s
place of business is located;

Prohibit a Federal firearms dealer
from selling a handgun to a person under
21 years of age;

Prohihit a Federal firearms dealer from
selling a firearm to a person who the
dealer believes is prohibited by State or
local law from receiving a firearm;

Prohibits a Federal dealer from sell-
ing a firearm to a convicted felon, fugi-
tive from justice, or person under indict-
ment;
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Prohibits the transportation or receipt
in interstate commerce of firearms know-
ing a felony is to be committed with that
weapon;

Provides higher standards and in-
creases fees for obtaining Federal fire-
arms dealer’s licenses to prevent persons
from obtaining such licenses for illegal
purposes;

Regulates the importation of firearms
into the United States by excluding
military surplus handguns which show
up in more than 50 percent of the crimes
where handguns are confiscated. Also
rifles and shotguns not suitable for
sporting purposes could not be imported;

and

Prohibit the sale of destructive de-
vices—such as antitank guns, bombs
and grenades—and machineguns un-
less the purchaser’s local law enforce-
ment officer approves such sale.

Title IV does not do the following:

Does not prohibit the mail-order sale
of rifles and shotguns;

Does not prohibit the over-the-coun-
ter purchases of rifles and shotguns by
persons in their own State or in other
States unless a State or local law would
be violated;

Does not require the registration or
licensing of handguns, rifles, or shot-
guns;

Does not prohibit the transportation,
carrying, or receipt of rifles or shotgun
unless you are a felon, fugitive, under
indictment, desire to use them to com-
mit a felony, or would be violating State
or local law; and

Does not prohibit the intrastate mail-
order sale of handguns or the intrastate
over-the-counter purchase of handguns,
except where the purchaser is under 21
or the purchase would be in violation of
State or local law.

Although title IV prohibits the inter-
state mail-order sale of handguns ex-
cept between licensed dealers, a resident
of one State may order a handgun of-
fered for sale in another State through
his own local firearms dealer.

It is fundamental in our Federal sys-
tem that the States determine their own
firearms policy since the need for fire-
arms control varies with the State or
region. However, it is apparent that in
the firearms area, Federal support is
needed to help the State and local com-
munities enforce their own firearms
laws.

The bill would not curtail ownership
of guns among those legally entitled to
own them, nor would registration be
forced on unwilling States. Sportsmen
and hunters can carry rifles and shot-
guns across State lines, and pistols can
be carried in conformity with State and
local law.

Title IV is not the cure-all for violent
crime. It will not prevent all crime, but
it will give the States and local commu-
nities an opportunity to enforce effec-
tively their own State and local firearms
laws.

The people of the United States want
stricter control of guns. Congress is fully
empowered to act. The issue has been
debated beyond reason. The publiec in-
terest and the public safety require ac-
tion now.
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NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION
ENDORSES TITLE IV, THE CONCEALED WEAFONS
PROVISION

Mr. President, the National District
Attorneys Association representing ap-
proximately 2,500 prosecuting attorneys
throughout America and Canada re-
cently held their midwinter conference.
A series of resolutions were passed at this
conference which the association be-
lieves would greatly assist the prosecutor
in the discharge of his difficult duties, if
implemented by legislation. One of those
resolutions, entitled “Firearms Control,”
strongly endorses “efforts presently being
made in Congress to regulate interstate
and mail-order shipment of firearms,
over-the-counter sale of handguns to
out-of-State purchasers, and the sale of
firearms to minors.”

In other words, the National District
Attorneys Association has endorsed the
prineipal provisions of title IV, the con-
cealed weapons title of the Safe Streets
Act. I ask that the “Firearms Confrol”
resolution of the National District At-
torneys Association be reprinted at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION 5: FIREARMS CONTROL

Whereas, the easy accessibility to firearms
is a significant factor in criminal homicides
and other crimes of violence; and

Whereas, federal and state firearms control
laws will assist law enforcement in reducing
the number of offenses committed with fire-
arms and will aid in the detection, arrest and
successful prosecution of persons using fire-
arms in the commission of crimes; now,
therefore

Be it resolved, that the National District
Attorneys Association supports efforts pres-
ently being made in the Congress to regulate
the interstate and mail order shipment of
firearms, over-the-counter sale of hand guns
to out-of-state purchasers, and the sale of
firearms to minors; and

Be it further resolved, that we urge the
Congress to consider expanding such legisla-
tion to prohibit the sale of firearms to con-
victed criminals and to persons suffering
from mental disorders; and

Be it further resolved, that we support leg-
islation at the local level requiring the regis-
tration of all firearms.

JAMES J. KILPATRICKE ENDORSES TITLE IV, THE
CONCEALED WEAPONS PROVISION

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
noted conservative columnist, Mr. James
J. Kilpatrick, has urged Senate passage
of title IV, the concealed weapons pro-
vision of the Safe Streets Act. He has
called title IV’s passage “urgently needed
now."”

Writing in last Thursday’s Washing-
ton Evening Star, Mr. Kilpatrick put the
gun lobby’s objections to title IV in their
proper perspective. He effectively an-
swered objections, saying:

With the best will in the world, it is diffi-
cult to comprehend the opposition of the Na-
tional Rifle Association, and other sports-
men’s groups, to a bill along the lines now
under debate in the Senate,

Mr. Kilpatrick’s views on the con-
cealed weapons provision of the safe
streets bill deserves the attention of every
Member of the Senate. I ask that they
be reprinted in full at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
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was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

IT’s HiGE TIME FOR FEDERAL GUN-CONTROL
Law

(By James J. Kilpatrick)

What’s in the news? Here in Washington,
three juveniles, armed with pistols, rob a
bank. An ex-con, armed with a pistol, mur-
ders a storekeeper. A hysterical girl seizes a
pistol and kills her father. Two thugs, armed
with pistols, wound a local grocer.

This is news? This is routine stuff. With
deadly, dreary monotony, the same items
appear every day across the land. It is high
time—it is way past high time—for the Con-
gress to take effective action on handgun
control within the United States. Under Title
IV of the crime bill now pending in the
Senate, an opportunity is presented for legis-
lative decision. That opportunity must not be
wasted.

Who can quarrel with the legislative find-
ings set forth in the bill? There is, in fact,
a widespread traffic in concealable firearms.
There is no question of the ease with which
criminals, thrill-seeking juveniles, narcotics
addicts, and mentally defective persons may
acquire handguns, Who can deny that the
mail-order sale of such weapons thwarts the
effectiveness of State and local regulations?
Hundreds of pages of testimony support these
conclusions,

With the best will in the world, it is dif-
ficult to comprehend the opposition of the
National Rifle Assoclation, and other sports-
men's groups, to a bill along the lines of
the bill now under debate in the Senate. The
major purpose of the proposal is to limit the
commerce in concealable handguns to feder-
ally licensed dealers, who in turn would be
required to regulate their sale. What's wrong
with that? How does this hurt the law-abid-
ing sportsman?

It is true that in some of its provisions,
dealing with the importation of foreign guns,
the bill seeks to impose restrictions upon
rifles and shotguns as well. The pending bill
would be a better bill, in my own view, if it
were stripped of language giving all sorts of
broad powers to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. These provisions are not essential to the
bill's main purpose, and they are bound to
arouse opposition among the sportsmen
groups.

It may be useful, in this regard to spell
out what the pending bill does not do.

For one thing, the measure has nothing
whatever to do with collectors of antique
firearms. The bill defines an antigue firearm
as “any firearm of a design used before the
year 1870 or replica thereof.” Such weapons
are expressly excluded from the bill.

The pending bill would not prohibit the
mall-order sale by dealers, within the United
States, of sporting shotguns and rifles. The
bill would not prohibit the ordinary sale of
such long guns to persons under 21. In one
provision after another, the proposal deals
solely with firearms “other than a rifle or
shotgun.”

The bill would not have the slightest effect
upon hunters taking rifles or shotguns across
a state line. It would not inhibit the routine
shipment of weapons for repairs. It would
not, in short, interfere in any unreasonable
way with the sportsmen or target shooters
engaged in lawful activities.

What, then, is all the row about? Some
gun buffs contend that federal legislation is
altogether prohibited by the Second Amend-
ment to the Constitution, which says that
“the right of the people to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed.” But this pro-
vision clearly relates to the maintenance of
a “well-regulated militia, being necessary to
the security of a free state.” The objection
is groundless.

Other opponents are full of a kooky para-
noia. They see the Communists taking over
the United States and proceeding at once,
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through gun registration records, to the
confiscatlon of all private firearms. These
critics are having nightmares; they are
groaning in their sleep.

A responsible Congress will keep its eye
on the main target: handguns—concealable
handguns. In a violent time, these tools of
viclence must be brought under sensible
control. Such a legislative achievement is
not impossible; and it is urgently needed—
now.

LOS ANGELES TIMES ENDORSES TITLE IV, THE
CONCEALED WEAPONS PROVISION

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in de-
ciding between title IV, the concealed
weapons provision of the Safe Streets
Act and the pending substitutes for title
IV, the Senate will hav~ to decide wheth-
er we are going to have some reasonable
gun control law in this country, or a bill
which is not worth the paper upon which
it is written.

The question is whether we are, by en-
acting title IV, going to cut off the inter-
state sale of handguns or whether we are
merely going to require a self-serving
affidavit procedure which has the same
purpose but which in fact will not deter
criminals, lunatics, and juveniles from
getting guns and will impose a burden
and harassment on honest sportsmen.

A recent editorial in the Los Angeles
Times on this question is particularly
relevant to our debate. The Times edi-
torial points out:

At a time of ever increasing violence in
crime, it seems incredible that we still have
the most lax restrictions on firearms of any
developed country.

The Times endorses title IV, the bill
now pending before the Senate and in
addition would go further. The Times
says:

The Times not only urges passage of the
proposed gun controls but also suggests that

registration of all lethal weapons may be in
order,

The Times issues a challenge to the
Congress. It says:

Now is the time for Congress finally to
take a stand on mail order murder.

Mr. President, I ask that the full text
of the Los Angeles Times editorial be in-
serted at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 24, 1968]
CONGRESS AND THE GUN LOBBY

The tragic slaying of Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. has focused new national attention
on the continued failure of Congress to enact
effective gun control laws.

At a time of ever-increasing violence and
crime, it seems incredible that we still have
the most lax restrictions on firearms of any
developed country.

Nowhere in the world are guns so readily
avallable as in the United States. The result
is a frightening toll: 6,400 murders were
committed with firearms in 1966 plus 10,000
suicides and 2,600 accidental deaths.

Yet every attempt in recent years to gain
tougher federal gun legislation has been
frustrated in Congress. Even the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy with a mail-order
rifle didn't lead to restrictions on the traffic
in such weapons.

That was in 1963. On April 5, 1968—the
day after Dr. King's murder—the best that
the Senate Judiciary Committee could do
was to vote a watered-down measure limited
to restricting inter-state shipment of hand-
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guns or their direct sale to out-oi-state
customers.

The day before, the committee once again
voted down the major gun control proposal
by rejecting the long-sought prohibition of
all mail-order sales of rifles and shotguns
as well as of handguns.

This minimal protection had the strong
support of President Johnson, Atty. Gen.
Ramsey Clark, FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover,
American Bar Assn. president Earl F. Morris
and most police chiefs throughout the coun-
try—and, according to polls, the backing of
a big majority of all the people of the United
States.

Nevertheless, the curiously effective lobby-
ing of the National Rifle Assn. and allied or-
ganizations still manages to exert sufficient
pressure to spike gun laws,

Five years after Lee Harvey Oswald clipped
a coupon from the NRA officlal magazine
to order the carbine with which he shot
the President, any potential assassin, revo-
lutionary or common criminal can arm him-
self as easily.

One of the biggest reasons for the NRA’s
success is that it purports to fight restric-
tions which aren’t even before Congress. The
assoclation claims that the pending bill
would limit rights of hunters and honest
cltizens to own a gun.

It would do nothing of the kind.

The legislation would only have restricted
mail-order gun shipments, which are now
virtually without any control. Firearms are
thus easily and alarmingly avallable to
psychopaths like Lee Harvey Oswald, to
criminals and to minors.

Some persons even have gone so far as to
propose that perhaps total civillan disarm-
ament is necessary in a soclety so violence-
oriented.

The measure turned down by the Senate
Judiclary Committee would simply have
strengthened the gun controls now exercised
by states. No mention is made of registra-
tion of weapons or “disarming” of the pub-
lic—favorite scare words of NRA.,

The Times not only urges passage of the
proposed gun controls but also suggests that
registration of all lethal weapons may well
be in order.

“How long,” Atty. Gen. Clark asked a
Senate subcommittee last year, “will it take
a people deeply concerned about crime In
their midst to move to control the prinecipal
weapon of the criminal: guns?”

As long as it takes our lawmakers to
resist the gun lobbyists and to act to pro-
tect their constituents.

Now is the time for Congress finally to
take a stand on mail-order murder.

THE POOR PEOPLE'S MARCH

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
the following items printed in the REc-
ORD:

An article by Willard Clopton, Jr., pub-
lished in today’s Washington Post, en-
titled “Marchers Move in, Hint a Long
Sta‘y.n

A news story by Carl Bernstein, pub-
lished in today’s Washington Post, en-
titled “Firms in Riot Area Losing Insur-
ance.”

An article by Alfred E. Lewis, pub-
lished in today’s Washington Post, en-
titled “Merchant Slain in Store Looted
During April Riot.”

A story by Bernadette Carey, published
in today’s Washington Post, entitled
“Poor People’s University Planned To
Specialize in Study of Poverty.”

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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MARCHERS MovVE IN, HINT A LONG STAY
(By Willard Clopton, Jr.)

“Resurrection City USA™ acquired its first
settlers and a zip code yesterday, as hints
were given that the poor people’s shanty-
town by the Reflecting Pool could become a
semi-permanent encampment,

“We may be here two or three years,” the
Rev. James Bevel, a top official of the South-
ern Christian Leadership Conference, sald at
an afternnon press briefing.

The Rev. Bernard Lafayette Jr., national
coordinator of the Poor People’s Campaign,
told nmewsmen that the protesters are pre-
pared to ignore the June 16 expiration date
for the permit that allows them to camp on
‘West Potomac Park.

“The permit may run out, but we will not
be run out,” he sald and added: “We got our
permission to stay here from the American
Indians.”

About 600 camp-in participants, most of
them from Mississippi, are in Washington
now.

At the camp site, the banging of hammers
competed with the overhead roar of jet-
liners, and by nightfall more than 100 ply-
wood-and-plastic shanties had been erected.

A Campailgn spokesman said that at least
200 persons would be living in the structures
by last night.

One postal official sald the settlement had
been tentatively assigned the zip code 20013,
But another said the matter of mail delivery
was still being worked out.

A wooden barricade went up at the camp
entrance yesterday and Campaign marshals
politely shooed away reporters and other
outsiders.

Several explanations were given.

“We are not animals in a oo, but people
trying to establish a nonviolent community,”
said the Rev. A. E. Sampson, an SCLC field
director. Mr. Bevel said it was to keep the
work crews from being distracted, while Mr.
Lafayette sald it was to prevent injuries
to visitors.

One nonparticipant admitted was Stokely
Carmichael, former chairman of the Stu-
dent Nonviolent Coordinating Committee,
who made a smiling, hand-shaking visit to
the scene during the afternoon.

Mr. Bevel later described Carmichael as “a
friend and brother . . . one of the very im-
portant and outstanding black leaders in the
country.”

Early in the day, Sen. Charles H. Percy
(R-IIl.) dropped by to don a carpenter’'s
apron and pound a nall into a shelter.

He again endorsed the Campalgn and said
that as long as it is kept nonviolent and rea-
sonable, “We must be receptive, we must
listen and we must learn.”

At the press briefing, Mr. Lafayette re-
stated the SCLC alm of maintaining order.
The campground, he sald, “will be a non-
violent city—the first we know of in the
United States.”

Mr. Bevel sald the protesters will practice
“political psychiatry” on the Nation's lead-
ers and “educate” them on the need to
eliminate poverty now.

In another action, the National Capital
Area Child Day Care Association said it
would continue its day-care program for
the marchers’ preschool children at Sacred
Heart Church, 16th Street and Park Road
nw.—until the familles can move into the
camp site.

Meanwhile, representatives of the National
Welfare Rights Organization met with offi-
cials of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to discuss pending welfare
amendments to the Social Security Act, to
which they object.

Dr. George A. Wiley, head of the Organiza-
tion, said later he would call for protest
demonstrations throughout the country
when the amendments take effect July 1.

At Resurrectlon City, the first arrivals were
busy getting acqualnted with thelr new sur-
roundings.
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One Mississippl woman ran her hand
across the plywood walls and commented:
“This is okay. It's better than what we have
at home.”

The youngsters darted here and there and
scampered across piles of lumber. One woman
started to cuff her unruly son but was re-
stralned by another mother, who said, “Uh-
uh, no violence now.”

FIrMS IN R1oT AREA LOSING INSURANCE
(By Carl Bernstein)

The insurance policies of at least 100
firms doing business in riot-affected areas
of the city have been canceled, the District
superintendent of insurance sald yesterday.

The superintendent, Albert F. Jordan, sald
that his office is receiving “five to ten com-
plaints a day,” and that “more than 100"
cancellations have been verified.

Aldes in Jordan'’s office estimated that the
actual number of cancellations—many re-
ports are still being checked—probably ex-
ceeds 200.

Jordan, who described the number of in-
surance cancellations here as “very serious,”
said that “we are In for very big trouble™
unless Congress moves quickly to establish
a National Insurance Development Corp., to
ald underwriters suffering losses from rioting.

Mayor Walter E. Washington’s appeal to
insurance companies to refrain from either
canceling or refusing to renew policles in
the ghetto, Jordan said “has been something
less than successful.”

Also, the Superintendent said, the Mayor's
effort to convince underwriting firms that
they should voluntarily pool their resources
against future losses in slum areas has been
“hampered by delays.”

The Mayor's pooling plan, which he pre-
sented to insurance companies April 29 as a
stopgap measure to protect ghetto firms
until Congress acts on the National Insurance
Development Corp. proposal, will be the
subject of a meeting today between Jordan
and industry representatives.

According to Jordan, no firms in riot-
affected areas reported Insurance cancel-
lations “in the first few days” after April's
civil disturbances here. “Then we started
getting a few,” he saild, “and now we're
getting more and more. The problem is
getting worse obviously.”

Jordan said the number of cancellations
is “compounded” by an undetermined num-
ber of refusals to renew policies in slum
areas, “as well as the fact that no other
company will pick up insurance on a man
who has been canceled because of the riot.”

Jordan, who said the “more than 100 can-
cellations” verified by his office have been at-
tributed to eight insurance companies, com-
mented that “the great majority” of under-
writing firms “are trylng to cooperate with
us the best they can.”

Members of Jordan's staff sald they are
checking reports that about ten other com-
panies have canceled policles. More than
270 insurance firms are licensed to do busi-
ness in the District.

Jordan said that “no company has en-
gaged in wholesale cancellations” of their
policies in ghetto areas,” but added “no com-
pany wants to write new policies in the riot
areas either.”

Jordan identified the eight companies
known by his office to have canceled policles
as the Aetna Casualty & Surety Co. of Hart-
ford; the Hartford Mutual Co. of Blair, Md.;
the Home Insurance Co. of New York; the
Phoenix Assurance Co. of New York; the
Zurich Insurance Co. of Chicago; the North-
western National Insurance Co. of Milwau-
kee; the Grain Dealers Mutual Insurance
Co. of Indiana, and the Firemen's Insurance
Co. of Washington, D.C.

Most of the stores where insurance was
canceled were small retail establishments,
with liquor stores the hardest hit, accord-
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ing to Jordan. He did not list specific busi-
nesses.

Jack Veatch, president of the District Asso-
ciation of Insurance Agents, said yesterday
that he is “not surprised” by the number of
cancellations, He said the industry is “trying
to be as fair as possible.” Like Jordan, Veatch
called for national legislation to provide a
reinsurance pool for ghetto businesses.

Herbert M. Pasewalk, vice president of the
Firemen's firm here, said that his firm is
“trying to cooperate” with Mayor Washing-
ton's request but that “we've got to live,
too.” He said Firemen'’s has canceled most of
its policies in which stores were damaged or
looted during rioting, but said the firm “will
not engage in wholesale cancellations in the
ghetto.” Representatives of the other seven
companies could not be reached for com-
ment yesterday.

In a related development yesterday, a local
drycleaning firm filed suit in U.S. District
Court against an insurance company it says
will not pay off claims because Washington's
disturbances constituted a “civil insurrec-
tion.”

The suit, for $500,000 in damages, was
filed by Aristo Cleaners and Dyers, Inc,
against Royal Exchange Assurance of Amer-
ica, Inc, Aristo claims that the April dis-
turbances were not an insurrection but a
“riot” and thus the firm's losses should be
covered by its policy with Royal Exchange.

MERCHANT SLAIN IN STORE LOOTED DURING
APrIL RIOT

(By Alfred E. Lewis)

A B2-year-old hardware merchant was
found shot to death Iin his store at 3213
Georgla ave. nw. yesterday afternoon.

His wife, concerned when he hadn’'t an-
swered her phone calls, entered the store
while police were investigating her husband's
slaying.

Police said the merchant, Bert C. Walker,
had been shot twice in the head by a holdup
man who apparently fled without a dime.
The cash register was jammed and had been
pounded with a blunt Instrument. The dead
man's wallet was still in his pocket. It con-
talned a small amount of money.

The windows of the store were smashed
when it was looted during last month's riot-
ing, and the plywood that stood in their
place blocked a view of much of the interior
from the street.

It was the fourth slaying of a Washington
area merchant in 15 days.

Capt. Eugene D. Gooding, commander of
the Tenth Precinct, sald the killing took
place between 1:15 and 2 p.m., when the
body was found.

Walker, who lived at 6518 8th ave. Hyatts-
ville, and who had been in business at the
store for more than 30 years, had called a
nearby liquor store at 1:156 p.m. to order
beer and cigarettes to take home.

At 2 p.m., John Bethea, 59, an employe of
the Georgia Avenue Liguor Store, 3210
Georgla ave. nw., walked into Walker's paint
and hardware store with the order. The store
appeared to be empty and Bethea called out
Walker's name. He searched and found
Walker's body at the rear of the store, lying
behind a counter,

Dr. Richard Whelton, District coroner, pro-
nounced Walker dead at the scene at about
2:45 p.m. He sald cursory examination
showed Walker had been shot at least twice
through the head. An autopsy will be per-
formed today.

Police, who arrived shortly after 2 p.m.,
were followed soon after by Mrs. Walker.

Walker's store was looted and the win-
dows were broken during the rioting April 5.

The first of the earlier slayings occurred
April 29, with the fatal shooting of Benjamin
Brown, 59, in his liquor store at 1100 8th st.
nw. Next was Emery Wade, 40, an A&P store
manager, killed May 3 in the store at 821
Southern ave., Oxon Hill, Md. The third vic-
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tim was Charles Sweitzer, 59, a sundries de-
partment manager in the Brinsfield Rexall
Drug Store, 3939 South Capitol st, on May 7.
Arrests have been made in each of the earlier
cases,

Poor PEOPLE'S UNIVERSITY PLANNED To
SPECIALIZE IN STUDY OF POVERTY
(By Bernadette Carey)

Organizers of the Poor People’s Campaign
are working with a committee of faculty
members at area colleges to set up a Poor
People's University.

The special school for the study of pov-
erty, its problems and tactics for its elimi-
nation, hopes to enroll between 5000 and 7000
people, predominantly among the college stu-
dents expected to come to Washington to
join Campaign demonstrations.

It is scheduled to open May 29, and to run
through the remainder of the Campaign.

Supporters of the program have already
met with representatives of the consortium
of five area universities (American, Catholic,
George Washington, Georgetown and How-
ard), and have requested use of classrooms,
dormitories and other facilities on their
campuses.

The universities are expected to respond to
those requests at a meeting tonight.

“We know that lots of young people who
are planning to come here for the Poor Peo-
ple’s Campalgn, have very poor reasons for
coming,” explained Stoney Cooks, 26-year-
old coordinator of campus and student ac-
tivities for the Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference, and originator of the idea
for a Poor People’s University.

“But we hope to use even their vague in-
terest to get them involved in our move-
ment—not just while they're here, but in our
summer task force for youth, and after
they've returned to their schpols and com-
munities.”

Cooks sald the courses will Include such
titles as *“Welfare Regulations and Qualifica-
tions,” and *““The Negative Income Tax,"” to
“The Psychology of Racism,” and “The
Corporate Establishment.”

Though many leaders of organizations
participating in the campaign would act as
teachers and leaders of discussion groups the
proposed university also hopes to have a
corps of experts such as author Michael Har-
rington, Ebony magazine editor Lerone Ben-
nett, Jr., and Bayard Rustin, director of the
A. Philip Randolph Institute.

Cooks said the university would require no
qualifications for prospective students, and
that poor people and young people not cur-
rently enrolled in any college would be
eligible.

“We hope to provide housing and some
meals for those participating,” he added.
“But we are asking that those students who
can afford it bring money of their own,”

Cooks identified the members of the faculty
committee working with him on the univer-
sity as: Grady Tyson and Bernard Ross of
American University, Sister Mary Gerald of
Trinity College, Cynthia Thomas of George-
town U, Clifton Jones and Roy D. Jones of
Howard, Mal Harrls of George Washington
and Sister Mary Frieda of Catholic U.

SOVIET NAVAL FORCES IN PERSIAN
GULF

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp a column by Row-
land Evans and Robert Novak, pub-
lished in today’s Washington Post, en-
titled “Soviet Naval Forces in Persian
Gulf Pose Threat to Western Interests.”

There being no objection, the column
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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Sovier NavaL ForceEs 1IN PERSIAN GULF Pose
THREAT TO WESTERN INTERESTS

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The newest, profoundly disturbing evidence
of how the Soviet Unlon is building its power
base in the Middle East is the presence, re-
ported here for the first time, of Soviet
naval vessels in the Persian Gulf.

Composed of a cruiser and several destroy-
ers, this latest show of Soviet penetration of
the Middle East has been quietly followed
by U.S. intelligence experts as it moved across
the Indian Ocean from a goodwill mission to
India.

In itself, the presence of Soviet naval ves-
sels in the northern Indian Ocean does not
mean that Russia is about to inherit the
position of Great Britain as the great power
that will be calling the shots in that highly
strategic, oil-rich reglon.

The British have already announced their
intention to pull out from their historic
power bases in the Persian Gulf by 1971, un-
der the pressure of economic crisis at home.
With the British leaving, it is only natural
for the Soviet Union to start maneuvering
for maximum advantage, and a show of naval
power is an obvious gambit.

But the disturbing fact is that U.S. officials
do not find a single example in history of
Russian naval vessels ever before having
sailed into the Persian Gulf. This, then is
a symbolic display of the Soviet flag with
historic overtones designed to influence one
of the most strategic areas in the world at
precisely the moment that a power vacuum
is being created,

Moreover, it coincides with the establish-
ment of Soviet naval bases or their equiva-
lent along the southern shore of the Medi-
terranean in the Egyptian ports of Alexandria
and Port Sald. A large and well-equipped
Soviet fleet has been patrolling the eastern
end of the Mediterranean, watering, supplying
and fueling at those two Egyptian ports ever
since the six-day Arab-Israeli war one year
ago.

It is no wonder that of all the nations
vitally interested in reopening the Suez Ca-
nal the most interested today is the Soviet
Union. Once the canal is again navigable,
the Soviet fleet will not have to sail from
Asia via the Indian Ocean to reach the Per-
slan Gulf. Soviet vessels can then sail down
the Red Sea, around the southern tip of the
South Arablan states (where anti-Western
forces in the Yemen civil war are directly
supplied by Russla) and up into the Persian
Gulf,

For the United States, the clear warning
that Moscow is leaping into the Persian Gulf
vacuum presents dangerous alternatives.
Quite apart from the Persian Gulf, for ex-
ample, the United States is already in an
intolerable bind over what to do in the Arab-
Israeli crisis, a dilemma that bears directly,
on the more distant question of the Persian
Gulf.

The basic U.S. hope in the Arab-Israell
struggle is that the Soviet Union will finally
decide that the risks of war with the United
States outwelgh all the political advantages
Moscow could still gain from helping the
Arabs agalnst Israel. Thus, the Johnson Ad-
ministration continues to refuse to give Israel
the F-4 Phantom alrcraft she says she needs
for self-defense.

By not giving Israel our top-rated fighter
aireraft, it is hoped that Russia will decide
not to send open-ended arms shipments to
the Arabs. Experts here now claim that these
shipments have tapered off and that Russia
may not build up Egypt beyond its military
strength of last May.

In other words, U.S. policy, which has con-
sistently followed rather than led the major
events in the Middle East for the past sev-
eral years, is still geared to a long-range,
Washington-Moscow detente, the wvital part
of which is that neither great power will pro-
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vide enough new arms to upset the precarious
balance of power, as it was upset a year ago.

The trouble with this policy is that it is
based primarily on hope—hope that Moscow
will see the Middle East as Washington sees
it—and not on U.S. initiative. And therein
lies the real danger of the Soviet naval force
now steaming in the Persian Gulf.

While Washington hopes, Moscow is act-
ing—building naval facilities, penetrating
reglons historically out of bounds, and sys-
tematically subverting U.S. interests.

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, I should like
to call to the attention of the Senate an
article which appeared in the Newsweek
magazine of May 6, 1968, which reviewed
the career and accomplishments of
Richard Bales, director of music of the
National Gallery of Art.

Last week commemorated Mr. Bales
25th anniversary as director of music for
the National Gallery and the opening of
the Gallery’s 25th annual American
music festival which he founded. To my
mind, we as a nation are very fortunate
to have someone like Richard Bales af-
filiated with one of our national institu-
tions. He is not only a gifted musician
who has brought the pleasures of music
to his fellow musicians, but is also a first-
rate historian. It is interesting to note
that the Newsweek article is entitled
“America’s Kapellmeister.” It is also in-
teresting to note that Johann Sebastian
Bach was also a Kapellmeister. Perhaps
the most clear definition of this term is
one who composes and performs music
for the people by whom he is employed;
Bach in a ehurch for the communicants
and Bales in a national museum for the
country's citizens.

The pleasurable moments spent in the
east garden court of the National Gallery
listening to the finely trained chamber
orchestra of Richard Bales are moments
which thousands of people both residents
and visitors to our Nation's Capital will
long remember.

On the occasion of his 25th anniversary
at the National Art Gallery I wish not
only to congratulate Mr. Bales, but also
to extend warm wishes for many more
successful years.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AMERICA'S EAPELLMEISTER

Joseph Haydn would have appreciated the
scene in Washington's National Gallery,
which is not so different from the palace
of the Esterhazys where he was Kapellmeis-
ter. The skylighted, columned East Garden
Court is a hothouse of potted palms, lilies
and philodendron. And some people not quick
enough to find one of the 600 seats perched

on the edge of the large Louis XIV fountain
that used to decorate the gardens at Ver-
sailles.

Last week, in that leafy splendor, America’'s
Eapellmeister, Richard Bales, celebrated both
his 256th year as director of musle for the
National Gallery and the opening of his 25th
annual American Music Festival, seven con-
certs devoted exclusively to American music
from the eighteenth-century William Bill-
ings to the world premiére of avantguardist
Charles Wuorinen's “Making Ends Meet.” The
hit of the opening program, with the 57-piece
National Gallery Orchestra, was Charles Tom-
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linson Griffes’s "The Pleasure Dome of KEubla
Ehan,” a lush tone poem written in 1919,
that conductor Bales calls “one of the great-
est American works.”

American music plays an important role
in the other 33 Sunday-night concerts at the
Gallery. In a guarter of a century the 53-
year-old Bales has provided a forum for more
than 400 American composers and well over
200 world premiéres, including works by
Leonard Bernstein, David Diamond, Quincy
Porter and Ulysses Kay. But the classics are
regular fare. “I don’t think you can do a
good job with American music,” Bales told
NEWSWEEK's Jane Whitmore, “without that
background. And an adventurous spirit.”

ANCESTORS

Bales regards as his “happiest and most
important” contribution his early champion-
ing of Charles Ives—in 1953 he led the world
premiere of Ives's First Symphony. “Now it's
easy, Ives is famous,” says Bales. “But in
those days we jumped into the cold water
and swam.” In gratitude Ives sent Bales all
of his published songs and in a memorable
letter sald, “Your fervent insight into the
sources, mostly from bygone days, reflecting
the lives and souls of our spiritual ancestors
is deeply and truly felt.”

As the national Kapellmeister, Bales has
looked to America’s musical past as well as
its future. He has been the archivist of
American music, diligently seeking forgotten
scores and rescuing many, from the march
played at Abraham Lincoln’'s funeral to three
nineteenth-century baseball ditties that
Bales used in the third of his four National
Gallery suites. Shortly before Bales con-
ducted the orchestra at the reopening of
Ford’s Theatre in January, he discovered the
plano score to A. A. Hopkins’s “Silver Bell
Waltz" bearing a notation from Mrs. Lincoln
that it had been the President's favorite.
Bales orchestrated the touching dance music
in time for the dedication ceremonies.

But Bales’s most notable evocations of his-
tory have been his cantatas, ““The Revolu-
tion,” *“The Confederacy’"” and “The Union,”
all available on Columbia records, in which
he has revived and orchestrated the music
of the time and welded it into a coherent and
stirring musiecal history. “It's like writing
history in your own words,” says Bales, “hop-
ing to hit the style of the period. I call it in-
stant history.”

He also made modern history of a sort
when, in locking for a love song for “The
Confederacy,” he came upon “The Yellow
Rose of Texas.” “I thought it was a peach,”
he says, and so did Mitch Miller, who turned
it into a pop smash, What makes the Civil
War cantatas so moving is not only Bale's
authoritative and sensitive presentations of
soulful music, whether it is “General Lee's
Grand March"” or a sentimental love song
such as “Lorena,” but the dramatic expres-
sion of the human spirit, both Blue and
Gray, from general to private, mother to girl
friend, during the times that tried men's
souls.

PATRIOT

The search for America’s musical past is
a personal exploration for the Virginia-born
Bales. His great-great-grandfather spent a
winter at Valley Forge and tended Lafayette’s
wounds at the battle of Brandywine. Two of
Bales's grandparents fought on opposite sides
during the Civil War. “I was raised to be
patriotic,” he says. “Lee and Grant and
Stonewall Jackson were just like members of
the family.” He studied music at Eastman
and Juilliard where he was one of four private
pupils chosen by Serge Koussevitzky to
spend the summer of 1940 at Tanglewood.
The other three were Leonard Bernstein,
Lukas Foss and Thor Johnson.

“I have tried to put a musical carpet under
the lives of our ancestors,” he says. “I think
there i1s an American flavor to our musie.
It doesn't have anything to do with whether
it's great music or not. It's us, our own,
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under our own sun. In this age everyone
wants to be terribly original, but maybe that
is not the high point. Maybe Americans
should express themselves for what they
are."

It's rare to see a man so happy in his work.
“I really feel like the last of the Kapellmeis-
ters,” he says. “The gallery has been just like
a patron prince. I feel as lucky as Haydn.”

PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S INTEREST
IN THE ARTS AND HUMANITIES

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, when he
concludes his term of office, President
Johnson will leave a firm and positive
implant on our Nation’s history through
his support of the arts and humanities
during his administration.

In fact, never have the arts and hu-
manities been so encouraged by official
policy and never have the arts and hu-
manities in our country so flourished as
they have in the past few years. And,
when history is written 100 or 200 years
hence, I believe that the artistic explo-
sion that has occurred in this time will
be one of the shining remembrances of
President Johnson's administration.

One of many examples of President
Johnson’s interest in the arts and hu-
manities was his dedication recently of
the Smithsonian Institution’s National
Collection of Fine Arts. At that dedica-
tion he delivered a perceptive and sensi-
tive talk. I ask unanimous consent that
his remarks be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT DEDICATION OF
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION'S NATIONAL
CoLLECTION OF FINE ARTS
Distinguished Regents of the Smithsonian,

Secretary Ripley, Dr. Scott, Ladies and

Gentlemen:

This is a proud moment. I wanted to say
that dedicating the new home of this Na-
tional Collection makes me feel llke a proud
father, but on the plane this evening com-
ing back from Kansas City, Mrs. Johnson said
that would sound boastful.

So then I thought that I might say that
I felt like a proud grandfather, But some
people, she told me, think I already talk too
much about my grandson,

So tonight, my friends, I am authorized to
tell all of you that I do feel very much
like a proud uncle of the National Collection.

I think you know how an uncle is. He
doesn’t visit very often, but he likes his
relations to do well and it is good to see that
the National Collection is doing well.

If I will never be remembered as a patron
of the arts, I should be delighted to be
known as an uncle of the arts,

Truly, this is a historie night for all of
us. Untll now, the United States was the
only great country which had no national
museum devoted to its own art.

The American collection was shunted
about our Capital like a cultural stepchild.
It was always in search of a home. Tonight
it has a home, a great, historic home whose
sandstone came from the quarries that were
first operated by George Washington, and
whose halls welcomed Abraham Lincoln on
the night of his Inaugural Ball.

So tonight, thanks to the tireless dedica-
tlon of many, many Americans, we see laid
out before us the creative history of our
great Nation.

From the beginning, America was known
as a very vigorous and a very dynamic na-
tion. It grew quickly in size and population
and wealth. From the beginning, America
was a wonder of the world, and also a hope
for the world.
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It would have been most unusual, I think,
if all of this energy had not been accom-
panied by great artistic outpouring. As we
can see here this evening, it was, and 1t is.

Through art, it is sald, the soul of a na-
tion is revealed. This new museum s a
great resource for America, and for all the
world, for that matter.

I am proud that I can be here with you to
open this museum. I am very proud of the
patrons who have made it possible. I am
proud to wish it a long, happy, and pros-
perous life.

Let me add another word.

This is a day that we shall remember for
another reason. It was 1:00 o'clock this morn-
ing that I was awakened and informed that
Hanoil was prepared to meet us in Paris, to
talk about peace.

We often think about peace as an absence
of war. But, in fact, peace is a struggle, an
achievement, an endless effort to convert
hostility into negotiation, bloody viclence
into politics, and hate into reconciliation.

I have sought this moment for more days
and nights than you will ever credit, and
in enough places for all the historians to
fully judge that we were fully credible when
we sald “any time, anywhere.”

Now we shall begin. The days, the weeks,
and the months ahead are going to be very
hard and hazardous and trying, and exact
the best from all of us. But with every fiber
of my being, I shall try to move us from
fighting to peace, from enmity to brother-
hood, and from destruction to common ef-
forts on behalf of the men and women and
children of all of Southeast Asla.

In all of this, I ask all of you for your
prayers.

Thank you, and good night.

RESOLUTION OF THE RHODE ISLAND
GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON INCOME
TAX EXEMPTIONS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the Senate fo a resolu-
tion adopted by the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island, urging an in-
crease in the exemptions allowed individ-
uals under the Federal income tax.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

ResoLvTION H1547
Resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States to raise the individual

tax exemption from $600 to 1,000

Resolved, That the members of the con-
gress of the United States be and they are
hereby respectfully requested to enact such
legislation as may be necessary to raise the
individual tax exemption from the present
six hundred dollars ($600.00) to one thou-
sand dollars ($1,000.00); and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and he hereby is requested to transmit to the
senators and representatives from Rhode Is-
land in the congress of the United States
duly certified copies of this resolution in the
hope they will exert every effort to effect its
purposes.

Attest:

AvueUsT P. La FRANCE,
Secretary of State.

RESOLUTION OF THE RHODE IS-
LAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON
ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL
CEMETERY IN RHODE ISLAND

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, I invite the
attention of the Senate to a resolution
adopted by the General Assembly of
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Rhode Island memorializing Congress to
authorize establishment of a national
cemetery in Glocester, R.I.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ResoLuTioN 5620
Resolution memorializing the Congress of the

United States to pass HR. 5649, a bill to

establish a national cemetery in Glocester,

RI.

Whereas, Congressman Fernand St Ger-
main, United States Representative in Con-
gress, Pirst District, Rhode Island, has intro-
duced H.R. 5649, a bill to establish a national
cemetery in Rhode Island; and

Whereas, Rhode Island, one of the most
densely populated states in the country, has
no national burial facilities; and

Whereas, Adequate and proper burial facili~
ties for Rhode Island's honored veterans are
badly needed and earnestly desired; and

Whereas, In every other region of the
country there are at least four national
cemeteries, but in New England there are
none; and

‘Whereas, It 1s grossly unfair that the New
England area which gave birth to this nation
and particularly Rhode Island, the first of the
original American colonles to formally re-
nounce alleglance to Great Britain, remains
without a national cemetery; and

Whereas, The historically rich State of
Rhode Island, which has contributed so
much to the greatness of this nation, should
be permitted a national cemetery within its
boundaries; now therefore be it

Resolved, That the general assembly does
hereby memorialize the Congress of the
United States to pass HR. 5649, a bill to es-
tablish a national cemetery in Glocester,
Rhode Island; and be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be
and he hereby is authorized and directed to
transmit duly certified coples of this resolu-
tion to the senators and representatives from
Rhode Island in the Congress of the United
States in the hope that they will give this
matter their personal attention.

Attest:

AvcusT P, LA FRANCE,
Secretary of State.

NO. 2 FUEL OIL

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, one of the
most pervasive and persistent economic
problems affecting my State and the New
England region generally is the mainte-
nance of adequate supplies of fuel oil at
prices which are equitable and fair for
the average consumer.

During the past winter, there were
threatened and actual shortages of No.
2 fuel oil which is the basic fuel used by
thousands of my constituents for home
heating during the long New England
winter, and only by the issuance of
emergency import allocations was an
adequate supply maintained.

In one case, the major deep water ter-
minal facility at Providence which sup-
plies fuel oil to many Rhode Island deal-
ers actually ran out of fuel. Fortunately,
the supply was restored in time to pre-
vent disruption of service to consumers,
but it was an unpleasant reminder to all
of us that the comfort and well-being
of many thousands of people depends on
a rather slender supply line.

On that occasion, I sent a telegram to
Secretary Udall urging him to take steps
to provide continuity of oil supplies in
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the future so that there would not be a
repetition of the threatened disruption.
In response, I received a courteous and
encouraging reply from Secretary Udall
advising me that his staff would under-
take a careful analysis of the problem
and that he would consider remedies to
prevent a recurrence of this year's prob-
lems. I ask unanimous consent that I
may insert in the Recorp at this point
my telegram of March 5, 1968 to Secre-
tary Udall and his letter of response
dated March 21,

There being no objection, the telegram
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

MarcH 5, 1968.
Hon. STEWART L. UpaLL,
Secretary of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.:

Northeast Petroleum Corp. of Rhode Is-
land advises me that their deep water termi-
nal at Providence ran out of number 2 fuel
oil at 2 p.m. today, March 5. This facility
serves more dealers than any other in Rhode
Island and severe public inconvenience could
result from disruption of its service.

I am advised that Northeast Petroleum is
expecting shipment this week of fuel allo-
cated February 27. However, the shortage
today demonstrates clearly that New Eng-
land needs a permanent long-range solution
and not stop-gap relief.

Urgently request that you give this matter
your immediate attention and that you ad-
vise me at the earliest of any steps you can
take to provide permanent continuity of fuel
oll supplies for New England.

Warm regards,
CLAIBOERNE PELL,
U.S. Senate.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., March 21, 1968.
HoxN. CLAIBEORNE PELL,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnATOR PELL: Thank you for your
telegram of March 5 about the No. 2 fuel
oll picture in New England.

I am well aware that the recent alloca-
tlons by the Oil Import Appeals Board con-
stitute at best a temporary solution. It may
be that a more permanent solution is not
possible under the present Oil Import Pro-
gram. In any event, the essential first step
is a careful analysis of the No. 2 fuel oll
situation in light of the unusual develop-
ments of the past year. I plan to have my
people do such an analysis as soon as the
heating season ends and advise me on the
alternatives available to prevent a recurrence
of this year’'s problems.

We will keep you advised of our progress,

Sincerely yours,
STEWART L. UpaLy,
Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, since this ex-
change of correspondence, there has been
a most surprising and disturbing devel-
opment which further indicates the con-
strietion in the supply of this most basic
commodity. In mid-April, just when the
demands of the winter heating season
were slackening off and when the pres-
sure on the price for No. 2 fuel oil was
beginning to recede, the major producers
of the fuel announced an increase in the
price. My office received dozens of mes-
sages of complaint from fuel dealers in
Rhode Island and yesterday the Rhode
Island congressional delegation met with
a delegation of the dealers to review the
causes of the problem.

The basic cause seems to be that there
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are built-in economic pressures against
the production of an adequate supply of
fuel oil as long as the American market
is forced to depend on American sup-
pliers. The operation of these forces is
simple and predictable: refineries are
able to make more money producing
high-priced fuels such as gasoline and jet
fuel, and they therefore have less incen-
tive to produce less lucrative products
such as No. 2 fuel oil.

The solution, as the distributors in my
State see it, is not to jetison the entire
oil import control program but rather to
permit selective, controlled importation
of No. 2 fuel oil from Caribbean sources,
where ample supplies are being produced
at considerably lower prices. A thorough
and detailed explanation of both the
problem and the proposed solution has
been presented to me in the form of a
memorandum prepared by the Rhode Is-
land fuel oil dealers and suppliers.

I ask unanimous consent that the
memorandum may be printed in full at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, at our meet-
ing yesterday which was vigorously and
ably chaired by my distinguished senior
colleague, Senator PasTorEg, the Rhode Is-
land fuel dealers voiced clearly the view-
point of an interest group which feels
that its economic survival is threatened
by bureaucratic regulation. I do hope
that our efforts will bear fruit, particu-
larly in view of Secretary Udall’s en-
couraging letter of March 21.

ExHIBIT 1
MEMORANDUM : FUEL OIL SITUATION
IN RHODE ISLAND

1. Last week the Humble Oil Company
announced a major price increase for No. 2
fuel oil. Other major oll companies have
followed by raising their own prices. The
increase 1z expected to raise the retail price
paid by home owners in Rhode Island by
15 cent per gallon, and will cost the people
of Rhode Island at least $56 million per year
in increased home heating bills,

2. Retall prices for No. 2 fuel oil in Provi-
dence have gone up steadily over the past
few years:

[Cents per gallon]
I o s 15.6
1965 o 15.8
I R e e o= 3 o o 5 e o 16.6
o o o e </ 4 s e pon 17.0
18968 (estimated) —e-cum--mrrmmmm————— 17.6

3. No. 2 fuel oil is a critical commodity in
Rhode Island: 475 Fuel Oll dealers depend
on supplies to support their business; 150,-
000 buildings, almost all homes, are heated
by No. 2 oll; 77% of buildings with central
heating use No. 2 oil; 250,000,000 gallons of
No. 2 oll are consumed annually.

4. Action can be taken to stop the con-
tinuing price escalation. Price pressure has
resulted from a simple economic fact: Home
heating oil has been in chronic short supply
over the past few years in the United States
and this short supply has forced prices
upward.

5. The major reason for this short supply
is that not enough No. 2 oill Is being pro-
duced in the United States, and very little
can be imported from overseas sources.

Advanced refining {facilities (employing
the “hydrocracking process'") are being in-
stalled at U.S. refineries at a rapid rate. The
new facilities enable refiners to produce a
larger percentage of high priced products
such as gasoline and jet fuel from each bar-
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rel of crude oll; a lower percentage of prod-
ucts such as No. 2 oil is thus produced.

Demand for Jet fuel is rising at a rate of
10% per year. Refiners understandably want
to produce as much high priced product as
possible. But it results in a smaller supply of
product for home heating purposes.

By mid-10868, the capacity of East and
Gulf Coast refineries (which supply New
England) to convert No. 2 ofl to other prod-
ucts will have increased to the point where
they can convert up to 30% of No. 2 re-
quirements to other products.

No. 2 oil is available from Caribbean
sources at 15 less than current U.S. prices.

But no significant amount of No. 2 oil
comes into the country under present
regulations.

Under the Oil Import Program, imports
of No. 2 oil are frozen at 1957 levels. The
Program makes no allowances for increased
need for No. 2 by the U.S. consumer. It
makes no allowance for new importers to
participate in the Program. It places inde-
pendents and small dealers at a competitive
disadvantage agalnst the major oil refiners
and their vast, integrated marketing orga-
nizations.,

6. These conditions have resulted in chron-
ic shortages of No. 2 oil.

Severe shortages have occurred in Rhode
Island over the past two years. Several large
suppliers, including major oil companies, ran
completely out of No. 2 oil in Providence
for several periods during March of 1967 and
1968—only last month.

Unless increased supplies are made avail-
able, supplles of No. 2 oil can be expected to
be short in the coming winter.

7. The Solution: Selective, controlled im-
portation of No. 2 fuel oil.

The price spiral can be reversed and crit-
ical shortage can be alleviated by a simple
step; an amendment to the Oil Import Proe-
lamation which would allow small amounts of
No. 2 oll to be imported from Caribbean
sources. The amendment should specify that
allocations could be glven to those with a
demonstrated need, for No. 2 oil only.

This limited, controlled amendment to the
Program would have the following effects:
ON NATIONAL SECURITY

The national security basis for the Oil
Import Program would not be adversely af-
fected. Oll would be brought in from the
same defense area, the Caribbean, which sup-
plies the major portion of residual oil and
other petroleum products. No. 2 oll would
be shipped by tanker, over protected routes,
in the same manner as from Texas and Lou-
isiana.

The national security would be strength-
ened by building up an assured hemispheric
supply of heating oil and bullding up U.S.
stocks in case of an emergency.

Heating oil is as essential to defense as
gasoline and jet fuel.

ON THE DOMESTIC OIL INDUSTRY

Only small amounts of No. 2 oll would be
imported. Less than 3% of total U.S, con-
sumption of No. 2 would be supplied by such
imports.

Imports would have almost no impact on
U.8. Production. No. 2 oll imports needed to
relieve shortage would represent % % of 1%
of total U.S. production of crude oil.

Imports would have no impact on U.S. re-
fineries. These refineries are producing at
capacity now, and are not making enocugh
No. 2 fuel oil.

The domestic oil industry is in excellent
condition, Profits are at record highs. In con-
trast to a 6 percent drop in net income be-
tween 1966 and 1967 of all manufacturing
industries in the United States, net income
after taxes of the petroleum industry in-
creased 10 percent.

The Chase Manhattan Bank reported that
in 1966, the domestic rate of return on in-
vested capital by U.S. oil companies was at
the highest level in 15 years (123%); and
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that for the first time in 20 years, the return
on invested capital for such companies was
higher for its domestic operations than for
foreign operations.

ON NEW ENGLAND AND RHODE ISLAND

More than 769% of homes in New Eng-
land burn No. 2 oil. Consumers who pay the
heating bills will be spared the effects of a
continuing price spiral. Jobs will be pre-
served. Employees of oil suppllers, jobbers
and terminal operators will be kept on the
payroll,

Supplies will be kept at healthy levels
during the coming heating season, sparing
the area from a possible supply crisis.

Alr pollution control efforts will be
strengthened by increased supplies of low-
sulfur No. 2 oil; since this product contains
far less sulfur than other fuel oils that have
been de-controlled, such as No. 4, No. 6 and
No. 6 ofl,

8. In order to arrest the price spiral, and
restore competitive equity to fuel oil market-
ing, I propose that the following plan be
adopted by the Department of the Interior:

(a) The current finished product quota of
76,000 b/d into Districts I-IV should be made
available by the Secretary of the Interior
solely for imports of No. 2 fuel oil. No. 2 oil
is the only finished product now in critically
short supply and projected to be short well
into the future.

(b) The Secretary should distribute the
quota among non-refiner controlled deep-
water terminal operators on the East and
Gulf coasts on a percentage of input basis
as follows: (1) 16% for the first 10,000 b/d;
(2) 109% for next 10,000 b/d; (3) 5% for next
15,000 b/d; (4) Nothing for inputs in ex-
cess of 35,000 b/d.

For the reasons outlined, it makes sense
to devote the entire finished product quota
to No. 2 oll, rather than to allow it to be
used for gasoline and other products which
are in abundant supply.

As the Oil Import Appeals Board recog-
nized by granting 12 firms import license on
February 27, 1968, on the grounds of excep-
tional hardship, the independent deepwater
terminal operators have been hit especially
hard by the No. 2 oll shortage. A short sup-
ply situation affects the independent deep-
water terminal operator first and hardest,
since refiners cut sales to independents first.
This is natural.

Since independent terminal operators are
suffering hardship, since No. 2 oil is in short
supply, and since independent terminal oper-
ators can recelve overseas shipments at their
own docks, this small portion of the Oil
Import Program should be allocated in this
manner.

Independent deepwater terminal operators
now recelving finished product allocations on
a historical basis would, of course, be eligible
to receive quota under this plan. Those who
would lose quota under this plan are major
refiners who already participate very sub-
stantially (as they should) in the erude por-
tlon of the program, which is much larger
than the finished product program. Another
major reciplent of finished product quota,
who would not participate under this plan
is the Defense Department. But that De-
partment should not, as a U.S. Government
agency, be the recipient of commercial im-
port allocations from another Government
agency. If any U.S. Government agency needs
to purchase petroleum products abroad, it
should be able to do so directly and not as a
part of any import program involving pri-
vate commercial firms.

SENATOR MONRONEY SPEAKS BRIL-
LIANTLY IN DALLAS ON LAW DAY

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on
May 2 the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MonroNEY] addressed
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the Research Fellows of the Southwest-
ern Legal Foundation and the Dallas Bar
Association at a meeting commemorating
the 11th anniversary of Law Day, USA.

I regret that I was not present to hear
Senator MonrONEY, but reports of his
speech have come to me praising it as an
outstanding evaluation of the meaning
of law in our society today. It is all the
more significant because MIKE MoON-
RONEY is not a lawyer, although he has
been a lawmaker for 30 years. But he
certainly has a broad, comprehensive
understanding of the significance and in-
fluence of law and lawful behavior in our
world today.

I am highly pleased, as one inside the
legal profession, to congratulate one out-
side the profession.

I ask unanimous consent that Senator
MonroNEY'S address and a letter which
I have received from Mr, James D. Fel-
lers of Oklahoma City dated May 8,
1968, be printed in the Recorp. I com-
mend both Mr. Fellers’ letter and Sena-
tor MoNRONEY'S great speech to attention
of the Senate and the Nation.

There being no objection, the address
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

FELLERS, SNIDER, BAGGETT, BLANK~-
ENSHIP & BoSTON, ATTORNEYS
AND COUNSELLORS AT Law,
Oklahoma City, Okla., May 8, 1968.
Hon. RarpH W. YARBOROUGH,
U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

My DeAr SEnaTOR: The senlor Senator from
Oklahoma recently addressed the Research
Fellows of the Southwestern Legal Founda-
tion and the Dallas Bar Association at a great
meeting In your State. The occasion was May
2 on the observance of the 11th anniversary
of Law Day US.A. and Senator A. 8. Mike
Monroney delivered a significant and chal-
lenging message which vividly illustrated
that only a lawful society can build a better
soclety.

Although interest and concern over law
and order are of particular interest to those
closely identified with the legal profession,
many of those present from the five south-
western states expressed regret that more
lawyers and laymen were not exposed to this
comprehensive and timely address. As an
Oklahoma Trustee to the Southwestern Legal
Foundation, I am taking the liberty of send~-
ing you a copy of Senator Monroney's re-
marks which you might want to share with
his colleagues of the Senate.

It is meaningful to Americans to have
statesmen who are informed and knowledge-
able on slgnificant issues and problems that
confront the Congress and our country. And
certainly, it is an appropriate time for all
citizens, not merely those directly involved
with law and law enforcement, to recognize
that we have a personal and not inconsider-
able responsibility, and that all who believe
in freedom under law should resolve anew to
support and defend it.

Sincerely yours,
JamEs D. FELLERS.

Appress oF U.S. SENaTOR A, 8. MIKE Mon-
RONEY TO THE SOUTHWESTERN LEGAL FoUN-
DATION, MAY 2, 1968
I am greatly honored to address the South-

western Legal Foundation on this eleventh

anniversary of Law Day, USA.

Most of my colleagues in the Congress are
lawyers, but to an old newspaperman, the
labyrinth of words and phrases and whereases
and provided-howevers characteristics of law
is perplexing. I have a staff of lawyers work-
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ing for me, and I am sometimes impressed,
or puzzled, or irritated by the pains they
take to read a simple sentence. “Well, lemme
look it over, Senator,” they often say. Some-
times I think, like Dickens, they are pald by
the word: the more words they use the more
money they make.

The oldest and greatest law known to man
is ten short sentences, seven of them simple
negatives, and most of our earthly problems,
legal and nonlegal, arise from our fallure to
apply them.

The late Charles T. McCormick, perhaps
Texas's greatest legal scholar, upon finishin
a class discusslon of a very involved Supreme
Court decision, remarked to his students,
“My, my, my—what a terrible waste to so
much nice, clean white paper.”

I am comforted by his humor, for the in-
tricacies of law are a mystery to the non-
lawyer. I got into law the easy way; not by
studying in a law office or through the hal-
lowed halls of the University of Oklahoma
law school, but by putting my name on the
ballot and getting elected to Congress, I have
been reading law ever since.

I do not clalm to qualify as a legal scholar,
but I do understand the meaning of law in
our soclety, and that is what I emphasize
today.

We are gathered together to pay homage
to principles of behavior which bind man-
kind and permit the construction and main-
tenance of a peaceful social state. We have
come to recognize that if law prevails, man
will be able to achieve soclal progress, scien-
tific advance, and spiritual development.

Ten years ago, President Eisenhower pro-
claimed May Day as Law Day, U.S.A. Since
then, the recognition of law as a means of
both domestic and international harmony
has grown. The World Peace Through Law
movement has made advancement. It is
singularly appropriate that in the Commu-
nist countries yesterday, parades of military
might—tanks, guns, soldlers and other weap-
ons of destruction—were paraded; while in
the United States, ceremonies such as this
meeting of the Southwestern Legal Founda-
tion celebrated the meaning of the rule of
law on this 2000-year-old holiday.

All the efforts of our civilization, from the
law of Hammurabl to the Charter of the
United Nations, have been designed to
achieve soclal order.

Law is a social compact to protect and
preserve life and property, by which men
agree to refrain from antisocial conduct and
to support and defend a government which
is empowered to enforce the law. In its broad-
est form it is a constitution which sets out
basic principles of government with a few
specifics and a few directives. The magnifi-
cence of our own constitution stems in part
from its general directive. It has lasted 180
years with only 24 amendments, only a very
few of which altered or attempted to alter
the basic concepts of American thinking.

If law is to govern effectively, it must re-
flect the soclety it governs.

The failure of law to do this cultivates
dissent. The failure of law to respond to the
needs of those governed results first in the
disavowal of the law and finally in efforts to
overthrow the law.

The American Revolution is a glorious
event in our past, but from the viewpoint of
law it climaxed a historic fallure; for it re-
sulted from the fallure of the Government
to govern properly.

‘When people lose faith in the government,
they withdraw from the compact which law
establishes and take upon themselves powers
which in our world today cannot be assumed
by individuals unless society is injured. It is
a reversion to stone age civilization. It is a
failure of our whole society. The irresponsible
looter who throws a Molotov cocktall and
the housewife who keeps a pistol in the cup-
board have one thing in common: they ex-
press their loss of faith in the ability of the
Government to govern.
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Montesquieu said, “The deterioration of
government begins with the decay of the
principles on which it was founded.” The
principles of American government upon
which this nation was founded are those
enunciated in the Declaration of Independ-
ence and the Constitution. When we violate
the law, we are deserting those prineiples.
What happened in Watts and Newark and
Detroit and Washington was a tragic failure
of our people to live up to our principles.

For although no responsible citizen can
condone or even permit any form of violence
or civil disobedlence, it is the responsibility
of the Government to assure justice and pre-
vent civil disobedience. There is an old say-
ing among historians that the origins of war
can be found in the peace treaty of the
previous war. By abridging the rights of any
Wwe create problems of the future. Violation
of law is by its very nature untenable in a
lawful soclety. It is the right and duty of
the Government to forbid antisocial be-
havior. But what is the alternative to anti-
social behavior when laws themselves are
corrupt? The answer to this question must
lie in the ability and willingness of those
who govern to do so wisely, and in the
recognition by us all that my freedom ends
where your nose begins.

The problems facing our civilization today
are for the most part the result of our
fallure to reckon with problems of the past.
Unfortunately, problems are Malthusian:
they multiply geometrically and are soon
completely out of hand. Often, our best
efforts to resolve them are rejected or met
with indifference. In the past four years,
Congress has enacted three major civil rights
statutes to extend to Negroes and other non-
white minority citizens rights and privileges
previously denied them. And yet there is
rioting in our streets.

The crisis of white against black results
not from our efforts to solve the problems,
but from neglect for a hundred years before
now, from the failure of law and government
to answer effectively the question of the
Place of the Negro in American soclety.

Our gold draln and balance of payments
problems result from complacent and un-
realistic fiscal policles developed in the
decade following the Second World War,
when America had most of the gold in the
world stored In Fort Knox.

Sometimes it is & heavy burden to ask of
mortal man to grasp and resolve these prob-
lems, but it must be done. The felony is
compounded, as you lawyers would say, if we
continue to defer payment on the debt so-
clety owes. For we owe ourselves a Just and
lawful place to live. DeFoe sald, “Justice is
the end of Government.” But in practice,
out of the textbooks, it has not always
worked out that way.

I belleve that law must derive from justice
in order to create social order, and that the
corruption of law abandons justice and leads
to social disorder. The history of man is filled
with examples.

Law and order will triumph if law is just,
not if soldiers fill the streets. We cannot
expect to serve the purposes of Almighty God
unless we are dedicated individually and
collectively to that proposition.

There are loud voices in our land saying
that law and order are breaking down, that
force must meet force, and that irrespon-
sible, lawless people are spoiling the fruits
of American life. That is so. It is a national
tragedy. We are deluged with problems. We
are fighting a most difficult war against law-
less Communist force in southeast Asia; we
face fiscal problems that erode our dollar and
weaken our monetary strength internation-
ally; we are quarreling violently in our cities.
National efforts to solve these problems are
met with hostility, indifference, lack of
money, administrative failures, and public
misunderstanding.

All Americans are gravely concerned about
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the state of our nation and our civilization.
The news is gloomy. It is pertinent to ask,
then, what is the situation? How do we stand
compared to those golden days of the past
we look back upon?

How far have we come? How much have we
achieved? Are we closer today to the realiza-
tion of an orderly society? Or, will Commu~
nism and chaos overwhelm freedom and
order?

Eleven years ago, in October 1957, the So-
viet Union startled the world by launching
the first Sputnik. National programs spon-
sored and financed by the Federal Govern-
ment for the advancement of education and
technology were in an embryonic state, Sput-
nik changed our national viewpoint. Not
long after the launching of that first satel-
lite, Robert Hutchins, President of the Uni-
versity of Chicago, in answer to a reporter’s
question of “What will we do about Sput-
nik,” sald, in essence “nothing.” He believed
that the America of the 1960's was a com-
placent society little interested in muster-
ing the resolve to attack great national prob-
lems. There was much evidence at that time
to support his viewpolnt. But I am greatly
encouraged by our nation’s response in the
last ten years.

Consider any aspect of our nation's life.
The only battleground in the world for ac-
tive military conflict is Vietnam. There is
no other engagement between the military
forces of the free world and communism. Our
allies in Europe, and even those who do not
wish us well, are living In economic and so-
cial prosperity that did not exist ten years
ago and was not dreamed of 20 years ago. It
is the direct result of American forelgn pol-
icy—UNRRA, the Marshall Plan, NATO, and
other international assistance which we have
given to maintain a free Europe—probably
the most successful peaceful foreign policy
in the history of man.

Our allies in Southeast Asia recognize and
appreciate the value of our American con-
tribution to the establishment of a just and
lasting peace in Vietnam. To those across the
Pacific who live within the shadow of Com-
munist aggression, the helping hand of the
United States is viewed far differently than it
is by those in this country—to some of whom
Hitler is a name out of a book—which they
probably haven’t read. There is hope that
our firearms and sacrifice in this trial will
convince our adversaries of our intention to
preserve peace and order.

Internationally, the United Nations, with
our constant support, has achieved respect
and status unparalleled in history. Ten years
ago, a most popular slogan in this country
was “Get the U.S. out of the UN., and get
the U.N. out of the U.8."” The United Nations,
which in 1945 was a Western-oriented insti-
tution of 51 nations, has now more than
twice that number, half of its seats being
held by the nations of Africa and Asla. It
has had notable achlevements, distinguished
by the outstanding leadership of Dag Ham-
marskjold and U Thant. In EKorea, 1t sue-
cessfully met open full-scale aggression. In
the Middle East, Eashmir and Cypress, it has
kept smoldering conflicts under control. In
the Congo, it prevented a new-born nation
from being torn apart, recolonized, or turned
into a great-power battleground in the heart
of Africa. It has contributed to the settle-
ment of, or at least the diffusing of the most
dangerous problems of the cold war, the
Berlin blockade, the Cuban missile crisis, and
nuclear weapon testing.

Without its independence and interna-
tional stature, I shudder to think what could
have happened In these past ten years.

Domestically, we are perplexed by difficult
social and economic problems.

Our people are divided on basic national
issues. A portion of our youth seems dedi-
cated to a withdrawal from society, to drop
out from participation in life itself. Dean
Griswold recently remarked:
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“Perhaps I am not perceptive enough to
discern the latent wisdom and goals of move=-
ment that seek the elevation of dirty words
on campus or that exalt the virtues of flower
power or that conduct a strip-in in a public
park. The message, if there is one, escapes
me.”

To those of us born into the world before
1914, who came into maturity in the Depres-
sion, who remember as yesterday Pearl Har-
bor and Salerno, it is difficult in the extreme
to understand the thinking of some young
people today.

But if it is our sad plight to govern so-
clety when a portlon of soclety expresses no
interest in being governed, it is also our
challenge to fulfill the promise of American
life and to convey to those who come after
us a lasting understanding of what this coun-
try is, of what liberty means, and of how it
can be defended.

Eleven years ago when Sputnik went up,
Congress and the President had already
pledged themselves to a major program of
economy in government and a great reduc-
tion in Federal expenditures. Today a major
aim of the 90th Congress and the President is
to reduce Federal expenditures. And yet look
at the difference between expenditure reduc-
tion today and a decade ago. For today it is
accepted that the reduction of cost in the
Government does not mean the abolition of
vital social programs which will, in the last
analysis, provide the means for victory over
the anclent enemies of man—cold, hunger
and disease.

In the past four years, 556 different pro-
grams have been created by statute to im-
prove the opportunities of all Americans.
The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, the Manpower Training and Develop-
ment Act, the Juvenile Delinquency and
Youth Offences Control Act, the Water Re-
sources Planning Act, the Water Quality Act,
the Clean Air Act, the Student Loan Insur-
ance Act, the Higher Education Act, the
Highway Safety Act, the Demonstration Cities
and Metropolitan Development Act, the Vo-
cational Rehabllitation Amendments, and
medical care insurance under Social Security.

These are just a few of the many programs
that have been enacted to improve the qual-
ity of American life for all.

In the field of law, we have used the statu-
tory process to improve our soclety, but the
administration of law has not kept pace with
these changes. Too often the impact of new
programs is not felt because of red tape and
ancient ways which hinder the proper ad-
ministration of justice. Our courts, both civil
and criminal, are jammed. Prisoners literally
rot in jail waiting for trial. Dockets on the
civil side are long, requiring months and
sometimes years before a suit can come to
trial. Judge Learned Hand's fear of winding
up in a law suit is more justified today than
when he uttered the famous statement.

We must not permit our legal institutions
to live in horse-and-buggy days. We must not
reinstitute a labyrinth such as the common
law pleadings with a new system that is
equally difficult. The intricacles of a Dor-
rance decision may make good reading for
the student in conflict of laws, but it does
little to simplify the administration of
estates or any other aspect of law in our so-
clety. Fifty sets of laws and rules and prac-
tices makes a maze for the public to deal
with, and antigquates our legal system.

There is an old story, a Texas story by the
way, of the El Paso lawyer who practiced for
40 years, until Texas adopted the uniform
rules of civil procedure. He then sent his
license back to the State Bar with a note say-
ing, “You just repealed all the law I ever
knew.”

It makes for a good story; but what Texas
did was to abolish an unprofitable and inde-
fensible system of legal delay and replace
it with a modern system of procedure.

The adoption of uniform, or reasonably

May 15, 1968

uniform, statutes continues in that direc-
tion. The leadership of the American Law
Institute, the American Bar Association, and
this Southwestern Legal Foundation is a
slgnificant contribution. But I recommend
that you take heed—delay and confusion and
indifference to changes in our legal system
will but hasten the day when the Federal
Government will be forced to step in and
enact such changes by law. There is a new
word coming in our vocabularly—judi-care.

Our legislatures suffer similar disabilities,
and probably worse. I have no pride in stating
that our state and national legislatures are
sometimes pitifully equipped to do their
job. We have a budget approaching 200 bil-
lion dollars—let that figure soak in—in our
Federal Government, and when it comes to
Congress in the form of appropriation bills
and proposed authorizing legislation, it is
split into dozens of pleces and scattered to
various committees, few of which are aware
of or able to learn of the activities of others.
We do not have a single computer in service
in the Congress. I don't know of any in state
legislatures, including New York or Califor-
nia, which resemble our Federal Government
in programs and responsibilities, as well as
large appropriations.

I have been an advocate of legislative mod-
ernization for 30 years, I had the honor and
pleasure to co-sponsor with the late Bob
La Follette, Jr., the Congressional Organiza-
tion Act of 1946, the only reorganization bill
ever enacted by Congress. I sponsored an-
other bill in 1967 which has passed the Sen-
ate and I hope will be enacted before ad-
journment. I know first hand that the road
to modernization is long and rocky. I was on
my feet for seven weeks defending a reorga-
nization bill last winter before my colleagues
in the Senate, some of whom were not deeply
interested in some of our recommendations
for change.

But change is necessary; it is vital. It
makes government and law work. We must
never flag in our efforts towards a better
government, a better legal institution, and a
better society.

The practices of the past which are no
longer useful have no place in the legisla-
tive hallways or the court house, or the law
offices of the present and the future. They
grow cobwebs. Government and law cannot
respond effectively to the needs of society
if they are encumbered by outdated methods.
Much work remains to be done.

Eleven years ago we had no Sputnik of
our own. Today we have the most advanced
program for the exploration of outerspace
in the free world. It is only the secrecy
shrouding the Soviet Unlon that keeps us
from ascertaining whether we are ahead of
the Russian space effort.

Eleven years ago we were just starting to
build a nationwide network of 41,000 miles
of superhighways to increase the mobility of
the American people and the productivity of
American transportation. Today we are close
to the finish of that great project.

Recent developments in aviation—new
super-sonic and jumbo jets—will bring
South America and Europe to our shores and
Australia just hours away. Much of this de-
velopment has been made possible through
Federal research programs.

We have developed drugs and vaccines
that were unknown to science a decade ago
for the cure and prevention of polio, measles,
and other diseases that have plagued man
throughout history. We have learned to re-
produce in artificial form vital organs of the
body. We are just entering the field of heart
and other vital organ transplantation, which
is an exciting and miraculous field of
medicine.

We have continued to feed the free world
with our bounty of wheat and other farm
products.

Now we are planning the exploration of
the ocean’s depths, where natural foods and
resources abound in quantity and quality far
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exceeding the bounty we discovered and
utilized and sometimes cruelly wasted on
the face of the globe. The role of the lawyer
in this vast new field of international rela-
tions and exploration will be as important
to its successful and peaceful development
as the role of the sclentist in making it
possible.

And go, as President Kennedy remarked in
December, 1962, the American people have
much to be proud of in the twenty years
since the last war. Our achievements have
come through cooperation with our friends
and restraint with our adversaries. Through
law, we have much to look forward to.

When I looked out my office window re-
cently and saw fires blazing in Washington, I
was heartsick and frustrated by the senseless
destruction and the ravages of irresponsible
plunderers. The cry has gone out, “get out
your gun.” The sale of firearms, nationally,
is at an all time high. Yet, you who are
lawyers, who spend your lives resolving hu-
man conflicts of law—whether it is a sentence
in a contract or the arraignment of a killer—

the absolute necessity to resolve
our problems with rellance upon law, order,
and justice.

If we fail to adhere to our principles of our
American constitution—"To form a more
perfect union, establish justice, insure do-
mestic tranquility, provide for the common
defense, promote the general welfare and
secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves
and our posterity,” then we are rejecting the
compact between the citizen and the govern-
ment that has existed since 1789, We cannot
permit that failure of law. We cannot sur-
render such a triumph to lawlessness and
anarchy.

“Let them eat cake” must never become an
American expression.

I have no patent solution to the problems
America faces today. But I am willing to ac-
cept the challenge to find answers, I believe
that reasonable men can work together to
overcome the great difficulties, both foreign
and domestic, that face us.

We have lived through many crises in this
country and we have become the great free
nation on earth.

We are a free people. We maintain a re-
sponsible and responsive Government, We
have successfully opposed tyranny and ag-
gression in every Instance since the nation
was born.

I look forward with hope and energy to
the day when the problems which perplex us
today will be resolved. I am confident that
that day shall come, and I am equally con-
fident that when it comes there will be new
problems and a new generation of Americans
1o resolve them.

The wisdom of Thomas Jefferson is as
meaningful to us today as it was two cen-
turies ago: Eternal vigilance is the price
of liberty. I would have it no other way.

A ROLE FOR THE “NEW GENERA-
TION” IN TODAY'S SOCIETY

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
presidential campaign of the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, EUGENE
McCarTHY, has caused many to recon-
sider their attitude toward the youth of
today.

A group that was once called the
“dropout generation,” has proven itself
to be just the opposite—a group of dedi-
cated, interested, and vigorous partici-
pants in American society.

One cannot help being impressed by
the thousands of young men and women
who have given their time and energy to
the distinguished Senator's campaign.
Tireless workers and bright, intelligent
political practitioners, they have proved
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to us all and to themselves that there is a
role for young people in today’s society.
Too much attention has been given to
the small minority of college students
who have caused the much-publicized
disturbances on our college campuses.
These irresponsible youths do not repre-
sent the young people of today. Much
more attention should be given to the
spirited young people who have dedi-
cated themselves to making our great
Nation even greater and who have de-
voted their energies to working on be-
half of candidates they respect and ad-
mire. These people represent the youth
of today, and they represent them well.

This new generation of young men and
women has given new hope and new in-
spiration to all of us. Whatever success
they may or may not have, they will
nevertheless serve as a proud example of
what America’s youth can do when they
put their hearts and minds to work to
help make our Nation a better place to
live.

Mr. President, David Broder, in a col-
umn published in yesterday's Washing-
ton Post, has written movingly and ef-
fectively about this “new generation.”
I ask unanimous consent that his arti-
cle be printed in the REcoRrD.

There being no objection. the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

McCARTHY CHALLENGE ATTRACTS A NEW
GENERATION TO PoOLITICS
(By David S. Broder)

OMAHA, NEBR.—It was Sunday morning in
the abandoned auto showroom that is the
McCarthy For President headquarters in
Omaha, and the volunteer “shape-up"” was
taking place.

A young man with a bullhorn was standing
in the middle of the vast floor. A canvass
captain would hand him a slip of paper and
he would sound off :

“I need five volunteers for Ward Four—
five for Ward Four.”

In groups of two or five or ten, scattered
around the floor, the college kids from
Iowa and Illinois and Texas and Missourl
were walting, sleep still in their eyes. The
Saturday night party had been a good one,
and they looked somewhat the worse for wear.
But there was little delay in filling the can-
vass quotas. They would stand, stretch and
come forward to receive thelr instructions.

One’s mind went back, and one remem-
bered similar scenes. These same kids or
their brothers and sisters had come to Man-
chester, to Milwaukee, to Indianapolis and
now to Omaha, bringing their bedrolls and
battered sultcases with them to spend their
weekend working for McCarthy. One knew,
with certainty, that whatever the results
in Nebraska tfoday, they will be coming
again, by bus and by car, to work in the Ore-
gon, California and South Dakota primaries.

This is the great thing McCarthy has done.
He has involved a whole new generation in
politics—and what marvelous young people
they are. As he prophesied his challenge to
President Johnson channeled at least some
of the energy and the idealism of the campus
protesters into legitimate channels of politics,

In a sense McCarthy's own fate has now
become irrelevant. The student workers think
they have accomplished their major goals
of denying President Johnson renomination
and forcing a start of peace talks on Viet-
nam, No one can prove them wrong,

If they fail to win their third objective,
McCarthy's nomination, they seem realistic
enough to accept that.

The whole history of our political era
shows that efforts which fall short—or even
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fail utterly—of their objective nonetheless
can leave behind the seeds of future tri-
umphs.

The Democratic Party for a decade lived
off the ideas that were generated, the en-
thusiasms that were kindled and the talent
that was brought into politics in the Adlai
Stevenson campaign of 1952.

Similarly, many of the young Goldwater
enthusiasts of 1964 undoubtedly will emerge
as Republican leaders of the 1970s.

But perhaps the most pertinent parallel
to the McCarthy movement—;for those of us
who can remember that far back—was the
struggle on the college campuses, centering
on the American Veterans Committee (AVC),
immediately after World War II. A genera-
tion of idealistic GIs found themselves locked
in battle with the Communist cadres for
control of the AVC. So bloody was the strife
before the non-Communist liberals won that
the organization itself was in ruins. AVC
falled, but the survivors have a lesson in
politics of immense value, and many of them
have gone on to prominence in both parties.

I think it is predictable that the Mec-
Carthy movement will yleld greater future
dividends than either AVC or the Stevenson
campaign. The AVC fight taught chiefly the
tactics of parliamentary maneuver and the
caucus and convention strategy. Its most
distinguished alumni—men like Rep. Richard
Bolling of Missouri, the liberal Democratic
strongman of the House Rules Committee,
and F. Clifton White, the conservative Re-
publican who organized Goldwater's nomina-
tion.

The Stevenson campaign veterans—men
like Arthur Schlesinger Jr. and Willard Wirtz
and John Gilligan and George Ball—practice
the politics of aristocratic elogquence that
reflects the man who was its source. But the
Stevenson campaign experience was also a
limited one. Its precinet work, for example,
was confined largely to white middle and
upper class areas, and In states like Call-
fornia, where the Stevenson heirs are still in
control of the Democratic Party, this weak-
ness shows up.

The McCarthy campaign has been in in-
clusive political curriculum. Its leader has
Bet a Stevensonian example of eloquence, and
his rapport with the intellectuals and upper-
class whites of both parties is exceptional.

But his disciples have also had lessons in
convention in-fighting from their bruising
(and mostly losing) battles in Minnesota,
Iowa and other states. And thelr canvassing
has taken them, unlike their predecessors
in the Stevension movement, into all parts
of America—farms and ghettos, suburbs and
city apartments.

You cannot talk to the McCarthy volun-
teers without knowing that as they have
been explaining MeCarthy, they have also
been discovering America.

That is why, whatever his own fate this
year, McCarthy was right when he told the
University of Nebraska students Sunday,
“What has happened in our campaign will
not be a footnote in history but a part of the
main text.”

GARY

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, a pre-
cious memory is born and a precious
privilege passes with word of the
death of the Honorable Louis Gary
Clemente, distinguished American, dedi-
cated humanitarian, dear personal
friend.

The precious privilege we have lost is
the pleasure of his visits to Washington
out of the pressures of his busy life—a
return to the scenes of his congressional
days—and to the circle of friendship that
remained unbroken.

THE LATE HONORABLE LOUIS
CLEMENTE
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The day was made a little brighter by
the sunshine of his eternal good nature—
a luncheon would be a little lovelier for
latest news of his big and beloved fam-
ily—life was a little more worth while
for this good man’s interest in good
causes, for Gary was the good neighbor
personified.

Student of the law, lawmaker, and
practitioner of the law, we urged him to
accept service on the bench and held
him worthy of its highest honors.

The precious memory that is born with
the passing of Gary Clemente is one we
must share with a long list of community
causes that profited from his work and
his wisdom.,

He had served his country in uniform
as well as in high office as his devotion
was as varied as banks and Boy Scouts—
from impressive world fairs to the plight
of the individual who could be helped
by a favorite work of Gary’s, the Ferini
League of the Catholic Charities.

Homes of refuge and hospitals of his
heart held the affection of this man of
family—an affection sweet enough to see
the whole world as his family. This took
not one whit away from his father’s love
for the nine children of his own hearth
and for his dear wife, Ruth, from whom
only death could part him.

Welcome at the White House—wel-
come in the humblest home—Gary Cle-
mente was welcome everywhere. He had
rare gifts of character, competence, com-
passion and commonsense that made him
an inspiration to us who relaxed in his
good humor, revered him for his human-
ity, and rejoiced in the honors paid him
by Nation and by neighbors.

One dares to express here sentiments
that would have embarrassed Gary in
person, but now may be spoken with sin-
cerity for his truly noble soul.

Gary Clemente has indeed left a pre-
cious heritage of nobility to his dear ones
and out of our hearts goes our deepest
sympathy to them in their great loss.

PROTECTION OF GLEN ECHO
AMUSEMENT PARK FROM EX-
TENSIVE COMMERCIAL DEVEL-
OPMENT

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, for
2 years I have been working with con-
cerned public officials and private citi-
zens in Montgomery County, Md., to pro-
tect the Glen Echo Amusement Park
property from extensive commercial
development.

This property lies adjacent to the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and the Poto-
mac River. It is in an area rich in history
and beauty. It is property that should
be preserved for the benefit of the public
for enjoyment as a public park.

The owners of the property and the
officials of government on the Federal,
State, and local levels accepted some
time ago my proposition that a “swap”
be arranged so that this piece of land
could be exchanged for another piece
of surplus Federal property elsewhere.
Such an arrangement would satisfy the
owners and would assure the protection
of the Glen Echo property by placing it
under public ownership.

The National Capital Planning Com-
mission recently took a major step to
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bring about such an arrangement. It is
highly pleasing to me to note that the
original idea now is progressing toward
becoming a reality. It also is pleasing to
note the acceptance of the community,
as expressed by an editorial published in
the Washington Evening Star of May 14.
I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcoRrb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Bavine GLEN EcHO

There is a two-fold value in the new effort
launched by the National Capital Planning
Commission to prevent the Glen Icho
Amusement Park property from passing into
a different commercial use. The threatened
new use is an apartment complex which
would deal a severe blow to the federal gov-
ernment's program to protect the Potomac
shore. The second regrettable loss would of
course be the passing of the amusement park
itself.

Under the involved transaction now set
in motion, the Interior Department will at-
tempt to acquire title to the 17-acre site
through a trade of surplus federal land of
comparable value somewhere else to the pres-
ent owners of the amusement park. If such
a swap can be arranged Interior in turn
might well lease the Glen Echo property to
Montgomery County for its further develop-
ment and operation as a recreational facility
which is sorely needed by the community.

The key to the plan’s Initiation was a
decision as to whether the acquisition of the
park tract, adjoining the George Washington
Memorial Parkway, served a legitimate fed-
eral purpose. It seems to us there is no room
for argument on that score. The public pur-
pose to be served is entirely valid, and we
trust that the project is diligently pursued
by each of the several parties who must
cooperate to bring it about.

M-16 CONTRACTS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, during
the past several weeks, the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc-
GovErn] made some interesting com-
ments about the Department of Defense
on rifle procurement, with particular ref-
erence to the M-16.

In his initial statement he noted that
the announcement of awards of con-
tracts for second source procurement of
the M-16 was made just 2 days after we
completed consideration of a military
authorization bill. The announcement
indicated that General Motors and Har-
rington & Richardson were to produce
240,000 rifles each, yet their prices dif-
fered by $13 million. Senator McGOVERN
noted that this disclosure raised ques-
tions about the Defense Department’s
handling of tax money.

Subsequently, Senator McGOVERN
learned that a still lower bid, from Mare-
mont Corp., of Maine, was completely
passed over. It was fully $19 million be-
low the General Motors contract, and
thus far the Pentagon has not explained
its reasons for rejection.

South Dakota’s largest newspaper, the
Sioux Falls Argus Leader, recently edi-
torialized that Senator McGOVERN’S
questions are pertinent.

These questions are immensely sig-
nificant for reasons of security, and I
hope the investigations currently under-
way by the appropriate Senate and
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House subcommittees will examine this
aspect of the issue in some depth.

The issues Senator McGoveERN has
raised are pertinent from the stand-
point of economy. The Defense Depart-
ment’s expenditure should be scruti-
nized as closely as are the M-16 contracts
and any other procurement contracts,
and should be discussed thoroughly in
committees and on the Senate floor.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Sioux Falls Argus Leader editorial, en-
titled “Pertinent Questions Raised by
Senator McGoveErN,” be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

[From the Sioux Falls (Wis.) Argus Leader,
May 10, 1868]
PERTINENT QUESTIONS BY SENATOR MCGOVERN

The Pentagon should heed the criticism
South Dakota's Sen. George McGovern made
of new contracts for additional production
of the M16 rifle.

McGovern pointed out that during the
first year of new contracts awarded to push
production of the rifle, the government will,
when cost of acquiring proprietary rights is
added, be laying out an average of $321.25
per rifle. This compares to $104 per unit pald
to Colt Industries under previous contracts.

He questioned the situation under which
the Massachusetts firm of Harrington and
Richardson got a contract for 60,000 rifies for
$15 million while a General Motors plant in
Michigan was paid $19 million for an equal
number of rifles.

McGovern asks, “Why was it necessary to
pay a premium to General Motors?” McGov-
ern says the Pentagon’s handling of rifle
procurement leads to the question of its abil-
ity to handle the taxpayers' money wisely.

The Army cited differences in wage scales
between Detrolt and Worcester, Mass, Average
weekly pay for a manufacturing employe in
Detroit in February was $167.74; the flgure
for Worcester was $118.89. Costs also in-
clude expenses for tooling up.

McGovern’s questions are pertinent. Pro-
curement of a needed weapon in a hurry costs
more money than when the purchase is an-
ticipated. Such a situation calls for aware-
ness by the Pentagon and Congress to pro-
tect the taxpayer and at the same time get
the GI what he needs.

CUBAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, for
more than 9 years I have spoken on the
anniversary of Cuban Independence Day
concerning the subjection of the Cuban
people and the perversion of the dream
of liberty by Fidel Castro.

The anniversary of Cuban independ-
ence, which falls on May 20, has tradi-
tionally been for Cuban people a time
of rededication to the ideals of Jose
Marti. Yet, for nearly a decade, Castro
has clamped over the homeland of this
great liberator the dead hand of com-
munism.

Fidel Castro, invoking the name of the
people as tyrants always do, has made
stateless exiles of many of Cuba’s citi-
zens. He has racked the once-productive
economy of his native island; he has
opened Cuba as a haven to all manner
of revolutionaries and assorted apostles
of hate; but most of all, he has destroyed
free expression.

Mr. President, this is the concluding
year of my Senate term, and I will not
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have the opportunity to address my col-
leagues on the subject of Cuba on the
next anniversary of independence.

Suffice it to say that our hope of de-
veloping a new era of good feeling, pros-
perity, and freedom from the Caribbean
throughout Latin America cannot suc-
ceed until that time when the thorn of
Castroism is removed.

The despots must be removed from
Cuba and from every other area in Latin
America where they attempt to gain a
foothold, for we know that wherever
they seize power it is not long before
the light of freedom is extinguished.

Cuba should thus be an object lesson
for all of us. I once described the situa-
tion in Cuba as “an evil on our door-
step.” That evil remains.

Clearly, this evil must one day be
purged—if we are to resume the march
toward progress that the late John F.
Kennedy envisioned for all Latin Amer-
ica.

I hope that the United States will con-
tinue to work with all the means at its
disposal within the framework of the
Organization of American States to end
the Castro tyranny over Cuba.

I hope that we will, on a day not too
far distant, see the Cuban exiles return
to their homeland from their temporary
sanctuary in our country, in order to re-
build a better society in their own land,
for themselves and their children.

Mr. President, it is my sincere hope
that on this May 20 anniversary, the
Cuban people will—after much suffer-
ing—mark the turning point that will
signal the return of their homeland and
the carrying forward of the vision of
peace and liberty which the poet Marti
expounded.

Justice demands this. Let us pray that
history will answer.

SENATOR ELLENDER'S ADDRESS AT
HONOR AWARDS CEREMONY OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL-
TURE

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, May 14, it was my privilege to
take part in a ceremony honoring em-
ployees of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture who have rendered distinguished
and superior service to the Department
and to the Nation. This was the 22d an-
nual awards ceremony to be held by the
Department.

It was my further privilege to de-
liver the principal address on this occa-
sion. In my remarks, as chairman of
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, I complimented the em-
ployees on their conduct of the Depart-
ment’s business and on their devotion to
duty, with which I am well acquainted.

I also pointed out that, over the years,
Congress has given the Agriculture De-
partment more and more duties not pri-
marily related to assisting our farmers.
Most of its activity today is directed to
services on behalf of the consumer and
other segments of the general public, in-
cluding citizens living in urban areas.
With all its increased activity, the De-
partment has remained true to the words
of Lineoln, who called it the agency of
Government in which ‘“the people feel
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more directly concerned than in any
other.”

Most of the Department’s growth and
increased responsibility has taken place
in the years since 1937, when I first
came to Washington and became a mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. The country has changed tre-
mendously since then, and American
agriculture and rural life have changed
with it. I have been a part of all these
changes and have had the pleasure of
seeing many dreams of a better life for
our rural people realized.

I attempted to reflect my own experi-
ences and the successes of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in the remarks I
prepared for delivery, and hope that I
succeeded. I ask unanimous consent that
the text of my May 14 address at the
honor awards ceremony of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REMARKS DELIVERED BY SENATOR ALLEN J.
ELLENDER AT THE HONOR AWARDS CEREMONY
oF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
May 14, 1968, AT THE SYLVAN THEATER,
WasHNeTON, D.C.

On the outer cover of a short pamphlet,
which describes the rise of one of our indus-
trial giants, appears the following quotation:

“Ideals are llke stars; you will not suc-
ceed in touching them with your hands, but
like the seafaring man on the desert of
waters, you choose them as your guides, and
following them you will reach your destiny."

Beginning in a small basement workshop,
this man became the world’'s largest manu-
facturer of welding equipment. His enthusi-
asm for his work knew no bounds. He never
grew tired of his work because he found joy
and pleasure in planning and pursuing it.

Each of you being honored here today,
chose to work in the Department of Agricul-
ture. Because of your skill, your devotion to
duty, your willingness to work beyond the
call of duty, you are being honored today.
You have helped to create many services for
the people of our country. You may not have
earned the tangible riches of the welding
manufacturer, but by pursuing your ideals,
you have helped to create the greatest instru-
mentality in our government—the USD.A.—
for the production and distribution of our
very life blood, Food and Fibre.

Agricultural legislation in this country has
a long history., It actually began in 1839
when Congress appropriated the munificent
sum of one thousand dollars to enable the
Patent Office to distribute seeds, conduct in-
vestigations, and collect statistics,

In 1852, a few thousand dollars were ap-
propriated to carry on experiments in the
growing of tea and sorghum and those ex-
periments were carried on not very far from
where I stand.

In 1862, Congress created the Department
of Agriculture, and provided for State Land
QGrant Colleges of Agriculture.

I shall skip detalls from that period to
January of 1936, and merely state that Con-
gress provided farmers with additional op-
portunities, with access to sclence, research,
credit, and the means of utilizing technologi-
cal advances, so that they could be in a po-
sition to compete successfully with other
segments of our American economy.

In other words, Congress sought to provide
farmers with the tools to help themselves.

In January 1936, I was selected as the
Democratic nominee for the Unilted States
Senate for Loulsiana and by coincidence the
Supreme Court of the United States declared
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the first direct price support operation
unconstitutional.

Unless that decision was reversed, and it
was not, Congress had to start enacting a
new law to provide support prices for farmers.

I was elected to the Senate in November
1936 and in January 1937, I was sworn in.
After quite a lot of maneuvering, I obtained
a berth on the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry. I am still there and
I have been serving as Chairman longer than
any Senator in history.

One of my first duties as a member of
the Committee was an assignment to a
Special Senate Subcommittee, At the request
of the late President, Franklin D. Roosevelt,
the Subcommittee held grassroots hearings
in all the major farm areas of our country.
On the basis of those hearings the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 was enacted—
a measure which still stands as the basls of
our present farm price support programs.

When the 1938 Act was approved by the
Congress, many of you were not yet born.
Many others were too young really to know
what was transpiring during that decade of
the thirties.

But I was not too young. I know what it
was like then. And I have not forgotten.

It was a time of trial and travall, a time of
testing, The early part of the decade, in
particular, was a period of poverty and in-
security and lack of jobs in town and country
alike.

Only about half of the farmers of this
nation owned the land they worked on. And
they sold the products of thelr toil for next
to nothing—nickel cotton, dime corn, and
two-bit wheat. It was literally more eco-
nomical in some instances to burn corn for
fuel than to take it to market.

It was a time of growing debt—a time of
crisis for millions of people whose lifetime
savings quickly melted away.

It was a tlme of desperation—a time when
farm people gathered with shotguns to stop
foreclosure sales—a time when they threat-
ened to tar and feather judges and officers
of the courts who were proceeding with
foreclosures and evictlons.

It was a time when the houses of our farm
and rural people lived in were very cold in
the winter, and very hot in the summer, and
dark at night.

When I came to Washington only one farm
out of nine in the nation had electricity. In
my home State of Louisiana the proportion
was less than one out of fifty, and I am glad
to state that the first cooperative for the
distribution of electricity was formed a short
distance from where I live.

What a change has come about since then,
Today 99 per cent of all farms in the nation
and in Louilsiana are electrified.

In 1940 only 3 per cent of all the farms in
my State had telephones. Today three out of
four have telephones. In the nation as a
whole over 80 per cent of the farms have
telephones—and most of them have modern
dial service.

When I came to Washington the term “dust
bowl"” was a grim reality. I can well remem-=-
ber when the skies over Loulsiana were so
fllled with dust coming from the midwest
that the sun could hardly be seen. You could
have looked high and low all over the United
States and never found a Soll Conservation
District. The first one was established that
year—in 1937. Today there are over 3,000
conservation districts and they contain more
than 95 per cent of the nation’s farmland.

When I came to Washington there was no
nationwide Federal agency to provide super-
vised credit to farm people unable to get
funds from commercial sources. Last year
alone more than 3.2 million farm and rural
people benefited from almost $6 billion in FHA
credit. This credit has been advanced to
support family farms, to build and improve
rural housing, to provide modern water and
disposal facilities for thousands of com-
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munities, and to enable low-income farm-
ers and rural people to start new business
enterprises.

When I first came to Washington there
was no Food for Peace or Food for Freedom
Programs, Modern research achievements—
such as wiping out the screwworm popula-
tion by using radiation to sterilize the male
flies—were years in the future. So were wash-
and-wear cottons, shrink-proof woolens,
penicillin, dextran, and dozens of other ad-
vances developed by agricultural researchers.

In these 30-odd years we have seen our
farms and homes electrified, our nights made
bright, our soil and water conserved, our
forests replanted, our farms rebuilt.

We have seen U.S. agriculture become the
number one instrument in the war on world
hunger. We have seen agricultural experts
teaching people all over the free world the
know-how of a more productive agriculture.

And we are now witnessing a great rural
revival taking place here in America stimu-
lated by many thousands of volunteer lead-
ers all over the land. New economic, social,
and cultural opportunities are being opened
in rural America. Today there is real hope
that we can eventually restore rural-urban
balance to this Nation.

Because I have had some part in helping
bring about these changes of the past three
decades, I cannot help indulging in a cer-
tain feeling of pride.

I am proud to have helped promote rural
electrification and soil conservation, and to
have had a part in establishing the School
Milk Program, the Food Stamp Program, and
the Food for Peace and Food for Freedom
Programs.

I am proud to be known as the co-author
of the School Lunch Act, along with Senator
Richard Russell of Georgia.

Of all the agricultural legislation with
which I have been assoclated, however, I can
think of no single measure which is more
vital to our farm people than the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1965. This is truly legisla-
tion for a new era of balanced and sus-
tained abundance.

But I say to you—and everybody in the
Congress recognizes this fact—that none of
these programs would be worth anything at
all if It were not for the dedication with
which you of the USDA administer them, ex-
plain them, and carry them out.

Over the years we in the Congress have
constantly given the Department of Agri-
culture more and more responsibility. Do
you think it is by chance that your great
Department provides more categories of
services to the general public than any other
agency of government?

Do you think it is by chance that we have
so0 greatly expanded the work of the Farmers
Home Administration, the Soil Conserva-
tion Service, the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service, the Agricultural
Research Service, the Extension Service, and
other USDA agencies?

Do you think it is by chance that the
USDA devotes more than two-thirds of its
appropriations and more than 80 percent of
its man-hours to programs and services
which are not primarily farmer-oriented but
are rather directed to the welfare of con-
sumers and the general public?

No, it Is not by chance, but by design.

Let me tell you why we come back again
and again to the Department of Agriculture
when we desire to get something done for
the people.

It is because you started out in 1862 as
the “people’s department.” This was the
agency in which, as President Lincoln said,
“the people feel more directly concerned
than in any other. And you have remained
the people’s department to this day.

It is because you of the Department of
Agriculture have been faithful and skillful
and dedicated in carrying out the responsi-
bilities the Congress has given you that we
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constantly place larger burdens on your
shoulders.

We do this because we know you care
about what you do.

You care about conservation and so you
inspire other people to cooperate in carrying
out your programs in the Soll Conservation
Districts, in small watersheds, in resource
development and conservation projects, in
the Great Plains, in the Agricultural Con-
servation Program, in the Cropland Adjust-
ment Program, in the Greenspan Program.

You care about the farmer's economic wel-
fare, You believe he is entitled to a fair in-
come in return for his immense contribution
to the economy. And so you skillfully help
him adjust supply to effective demand.

You care about the rural renaissance. You
believe that it is possible to build ideal com-
munities of tomorrow—what Secretary Free~
man calls Town and Country communities.
And you make believers out of other people.

You care about winning victory over hun-
ger and you believe in food for freedom and
in aid to the developing nations so that they
can one day feed themselves. And because
you do, there is new hope in the world that
the war on hunger can be won.

You care about helping the undernour-
ished here at home to improve their diets
through the Food Stamp Program the School
Lunch and Milk Programs and the Direct
Food Distribution Programs. With your con-
tinued interests and the tools to work with
we should be able to eliminate undernutri-
tion within & years.

It has often been said that we are living
in the most exciting and challenging period
in history. There is no doubt that it is also
by far the fastest moving period in history.
We are told that our scientific and techno-
logical knowledge is now doubling every dec-
ade. We see more changes in a year or two
than our great grandparents saw in a life-
time. Because of electricity, the gasoline
engine and our expanding knowledge each
of us has power at his or her fingertips such
as the kings and princes of old would have
envied.

But with power goes responsibility. The
past 30 years have changed the face of the
world more than the preceding 300. And the
changes of the next 30 years may well alter
the face of the world more than it has been
changed in the past 3000.

This is a great challenge. And nowhere is
the challenge more direct—more pressing—
more vital—than in agriculture.

Yours has been the responsibility of guid-
ing agriculture in the past, and yours will
continue to be the responsibility of guiding
it in the future.

I strongly endorse what Secretary Freeman
told you a year ago, namely, that no public
agency anywhere has contributed more to
American welfare than the U.S. Department
of Agriculture—and that no agency any-
where has the ability to contribute more to
mankind during the remainder of this
Twentieth Century.

To meet the responsibilities which the
Congress has given you—and to which future
Congresses will surely add—you will need
dedication and diligence, intelligence and
imagination, industry and perseverance, and
many other qualities. But we can sum them
all up in two words—devotion and skill.

We can honor only a few of you today—
but in honoring the few we honor all. Be-
cause what the Department of Agriculture
accomplishes is always the result of team-
work., And those who receive awards today
would be the first to acknowledge that what
they have done was not done and could
not have been done by any of them alone.

And so we salute you—the Honor Awards
Winners of 1968—for your achievements and,
symbolically, for those of the whole Depart-
ment.

Because of what you have done in the past,
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the people of America can have more con-
fidence in the future.

And from the continuing union of your
devotion and skill, we will go on expecting
greater and greater accomplishments in the
field of Agriculture.

LAW AND THE CHANGING SOCIETY

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
the American Bar Association and the
American Assembly of Columbia Uni-
versity held an American Assembly on
Law and the Changing Society in Chi-
cago on March 14-17, 1968.

The consensus statement issued at the
conclusion of these discussions deserves
the attention of all Americans, A number
of concrete suggestions have been pre-
sented, and all must be considered by the
Congress of the United States. All must
be considered by lawyers, educators, and
others dealing with the problem of our
changing society.

One paragraph is of especial interest
to me as chairman of the Administra-
tive Practice and Procedure Subcommit-
tee. That paragraph recommends that:

Consideration should be given to the in-
troduction of the Ombudsman system as a
supplemental method of assuring fairness
and regularity in governmental processes.
Legal services—through private lawyers and
legal aid—are themselves an important
method of checking on government. The om-
budsman system, however, seems especially
promising to deal with abuses in administra-
tive agencies where the cost of intervention
by other means may be prohibitive.

Additionally, the report suggests that
“access to legal services must be recog-
nized as a matter of legal right.” I deem
this of importance to the consideration
my subcommittee will give on May 16 to
S. 3303—a bill to extend the right of
counsel to the Selective Service System.
To paraphrase the American Assembly
report, access to legal services must be
recognized as a matter of legal right—
even to the Selective Service System.

I ask unanimous consent that the con-
sensus statement of the American As-
sembly on Law and the Changing Society
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

CONSENSUS STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN As-
SEMBLY ON LAw AND THE CHANGING So-
cIETY, CO-SPONSORED BY THE AMERICAN BAR
ASSOCIATION AND THE AMERICAN ASSEMBLY
oF CoOLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
At the close of their discussions the partic-

ipants in The American Assembly on Law
and the Changing Society reviewed as a
group the following statement. The state-
ment represents general agreement; however
no one was asked to sign it, and it should
not be assumed that every participant nec-
essarily subscribes to every reccmmenda-
tion.

Our changing soclety now faces challenge
to public order and to the realization of
American ideals greater than any since the
Civil War—the cluster of problems known
as the urban crisis.

Legal institutions provide a network of
relationships for cooperation and for recon-
ciling confiict in soclety, and so are incon-
spicuous when society is at peace. Their
inadequacies as well as the importance of
their functions become clear in times of
trouble. Central to the crisis of our time are
the recurring violations of the human dig-
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nity of people who live in the citles. These
violations take many forms—race discrimina-
tion, ecrime, inadequacy of education and
employment. They have many causes—public
indifference, archaic government institu-
tions, and insufficiency of tax resources. Our
complex society is pervaded by similar if less
evident problems.

The legal profession is especially con-
cerned with these problems. The law seeks
fair-dealing, equity and redress of griev-
ance—these are the benefits of legal order.
For many, our institutions have proved in-
adequate to secure the benefits of equal
justice. We must overcome this failure.

Beyond this, the systematic re-examina-
tion and evaluation of the substance of our
law, with a view to its continuous improve-
ment is essential to the legal order and es-
peclally important in a period of sweeping
soclial change. It is a professional responsi-
bility of lawyers to create and support the
institutions necessary to achieve that end.
The lawyer contributes to enhancement of
respect for law by assuring that law is truly
worthy of respect.

THE INSTITUTIONS OF SOCIETY

Our problems arise partly from basic weak-
ness in social, economic and political insti-
tutions and partly from weakness in the
machinery of justice itself. Lawyers, who
traditionally have acknowledged responsi-
bility for the machinery of justice, must as-
sume an important share of the responsibility
for the reform of these other institutions in
our society.

To achleve soclal justice will require far-
reaching institutional changes. For example,
our welfare system must do more than sup-
port persons in a state of dependency. Union
rules and practices that restrict job oppor-
tunities must be abated. Building codes and
practices must be modernized to reduce
housing costs. Political boundaries must be
adapted so that they accomplish their role of
keeping government close to people without
obstructing better education, more effective
law enforcement, and more equitable dis-
tribution of welfare burdens.

Lawyers have speclal skills—as advocates,
planners, negotiators and organizers—needed
in achieving such objectives. They must help
provide leadership in both the public and
private sectors. The profession should
promptly create devices for placing these
matters high on its agenda and moving for-
ward rapidly with them.

Greater responsibility must be assumed
through legislation for dealing with soclety’s
current problems and changing needs. Law-
yers must help to create understanding of
the need for legislative changes; they must
draft appropriate legislation, They must press
for its enactment, as individuals, as members
of the organized bar, and as legislators.

At the same time the bar must meet so-
clety’s needs and demands for legal services.
In increasing volume and variety, the law and
the legal profession are called on to perform
new tasks, for new clientele, in relation to
new problems, and in new context. The legal
profession must adapt itself accordingly.

LEGAL SERVICES

Access to legal services must be recognized
as a matter of legal right. Legal services pro-
vided through conventional law office and
lawyer-client relationships are beyond the
means of many citizens.

Innovations are needed in legal services
offered all segments of the community. These
should include law offices to serve lower in-
come groups; greater utilization of services
of law students; training and employment of
sub-professionals and paraprofessionals act-
ing, where appropriate, under the supervision
and upon the responsibility of fully qualified
lawyers; standardization of routine legal
transactions; and elimination of needlessly
complicated and costly legal procedures. We
make the following recommendations:

1. Civil legal services for persons without
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sufficilent means should be further expanded.
Criminal defense services, both public and
private, should be made adequate to defend
indigent persons accused of crime. Federal,
state and local government support of the
activities of legal ald and defender facilities
deserves to be a permanent element of public
policy. These agencies should be expected
and encouraged to deal not only with emer-
gency and short-term matters but with fun-
damental legal problems—such as legislative
programs, constitutional questions and the
legality of agency and executive actions. They
should be expected and encouraged to par-
ticipate in the development and enactment
of new legislation that is of interest to their
clients,

2. Group legal service arrangements should
be encouraged, subject to safeguards that will
assure independence of professional judg-
ment and fidelity in the lawyer-client rela-
tion. Properly administered, they should re-
duce the cost of needed legal services, ease
the problem of finding a lawyer, and provide
the client with a lawyer in whom he has
reason to have confidence.

3. Lawyer referral services should be im-
proved and expanded so that all persons
seeking access to a lawyer can find one. Effec-
tive measures must be adopted in lawyer
referral services to assure that the client re-
ceives competent service. Such measures
should include identification of areas of
special competence of lawyers on referral
panels.

4. Bar associations have a continuing re-
sponsibility to study the extent to which
legal services in their communities are being
adequately coordinated.

5. Remedial justice in civil controversies
involving small amounts must be made
avallable more swiftly and economically to
all citizens. Arbitration and mediation should
be used more widely, perhaps in coopera-
tion with such private organizations as the
American Arbitration Association, consumer
organizations, better business bureaus, and
Chambers of Commerce. Rapid procedures at
the neighborhood level should be developed
to adjudicate disputes over simple
transactions.

6. Consideration should be glven to the
introduction of the ombudsman system as
a supplemental method of assuring fairness
and regularity in governmental processes,
Legal services— through private lawyers and
legal ald—are themselves an important
method of checking on government. The om-
budsman system, however, seems especlally
promising to deal with abuses in adminis-
trative agencies where the cost of interven-
tion by other means may be prohibitive.

7. We commend the efforts of the American
Bar Assoclation to create legal cost insurance
arrangements in cooperation with state and
local bars. Although there will be difficulties
of cost, schedules of charges, eligibility
standards and administration, the prospects
are sufficiently promising to warrant the
attempt.

B. Law offices should use all available means
to reduce operating costs and to make avail-
able legal services at reasonable cost. Im-
portant savings are possible through reor-
ganization of small law offices, use of modern
equipment, standardization of legal instru-
ments and improvements in office procedures.

9. The American Bar Assoclation should -

continue to explore the feasibility of certifi-
cating specialists as a means of alding the
public to secure competent legal services for
particularized needs.

EDUCATION
The changes in soclety’s expectation for the
legal profession require corresponding

changes in legal education:

. Financial sources now available to law
schcols are inadequate. Additional financial
support is required from government, foun-
dations, corporations, the legal profession and
other sources.
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2. The cost of going to law school, when
added to the cost of college, makes the cost
of a legal education prohibitive for many
persons in our society. The guestion of the
required duration of legal education and pre-
legal education should be reappraised from
this perspective. Pending such inquiry, sub-
stantial scholarship assistance ought to be
made available to students who cannot other-
wise afford to go to law school.

3. The legal profession should attract to
its ranks members from all segments of our
society. Experience indicates that this can
be accomplished only if a special effort is
made to overcome barriers imposed by pov-
erty and cultural differences. Lawyers and
law firms must take affirmative action to
provide career opportunities for lawyers who
are members of minority ethnic groups. We
commend establishment of the Council on
Legal Education Opportunities by the Ameri-
can Bar Association, the National Bar Asso-
ciation and the Assoclation of American Law
Schools, and the training and scholarship
program the Council is organizing to encour-
age Negroes, Mexican-American and members
of other disadvantaged groups to become
lawyers.

4. The evolvement of predominantly Negro
law schools, regardless of the clrcumstances
surrounding their origin, must now be rec-
ognized as a reality and as a needed educa-
tion resource. Many Negro students attend
these schools. We encourage their strength-
ening and expansion. At the same time, the
right of all minority group students is now
assured to be considered for admission to all
law schools without discrimination on ac-
count of race. We urge all law schools to fa-
cilitite admission of students from disad-
vantaged groups.

5. Law schools cannot be identical in their
curricula. Each law school should be en-
couraged to determine whether its program
of legal education responds to the needs of
the bar and the society it serves. In this re-
evaluation, each school should weigh the
need for professional preparation, for clini-
cal work, education in the lawyer's role in
legal and social planning, and research, in-
cluding interdisciplinary research. While rec-
ognizing the relevance of the explosion of
speclalized knowledge in the behavioral
sclences, law schools should keep in view
their obligation to prepare lawyers for their
roles as generalists.

6. Law schools should seek closer relation-
ships with other parts of their universities
and with each other to profit by and con-
tribute to the advancement of knowledge.
Law schools, in cooperation with the orga-
nized bar, should consider the development of
programs of education and training for sub-
professional and paraprofessional personnel.

7. The necessary growth of continuing
legal education depends upon the support of
the bar, the law schools and the judiclary.
Greater cooperation among participating or-
ganizations, improved efficlency, and higher
quality should be the aim. Continuing legal
education can contribute to instruction in
the law schools, and the law schools can in
turn improve the quality of continuing legal
education, if the relationships between the
two are extended and strengthened. Judges
should assist in education programs designed
for the bar and particlpate in programs de-
slgned especially for them. Programs of con-
tinuing education for judges should be
strengthened, and similar programs should
be established for adjudicative officials in
administrative agencies.

8. The value and nature of bar examina-
tions should be reassessed, particularly in
the light of the influence they may have on
law school curricula. The bar should consider
developing alternative means to verify the
competence of a new lawyer.

RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

1. Research is Important to the rational

analysis and evaluation of legal services and
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institutions. There is need for detailed
study of the effects of particular legal ar-
rangements, and for basic and applied re-
search Into law. The conduct of such re-
search will require closer connection between
law and the behavioral sclences. Increases in
the currently miniscule level of funding for
such studies would generate important in-
terdisciplinary work, We urge Congress to
support agencies authorized to provide for
research on the law, and to enact pending
legislation to establish and fund a national
law foundation.

2. The profession should increase its efforts
to take advantage of the developing tech-
nology of electronic data processing. Possible
uses for the computer range from the stor-
age and systematic retrieval of legal mate-
rials, to the employment of simulation tech-
niques and linear programming, to calculate
the consequences of legally significant
events. At the same time, the profession
should seek to develop the law necessary to
deal with computer technology.

JUSTICE AND RESPECT FOR LAW

1. The improvement in the organization
and administration of our courts and the
methods of selecting our judges remains a
pressing necessity, in part because of rapid
increases and changes in the work of the
courts. We reaffirm that necessity. We make
no recommendations on these subjects be-
cause the American Bar Association and the
Twenty-Seventh American Assembly, The
Courts, the Public and the Law Ezxplosion,
have spoken specifically to them. We urge
implementation of the proposals for improve-
ment of judicial administration contained
in those recommendations, except that
which concerns automobile accident cases, a
matter we refer to below.

2. Equal access to the legal system requires
not only the availability of counselors and
advocates but also public subsidization of the
other expenses of litigation for those who
cannot afford them. These expenses include
court fees, transcripts, deposition costs, su-
persedeas bonds and simillar expenses often
incurred in the defense or assertion of
claims. Each jurisdiction should provide for
walver or public subsidization of all such ex-
penses for persons who are otherwise unable
to utilize the legal system.

3. Automobile accident clalms are of vital
concern to the public, the court and the bar.
We commend the American Bar Assoclation’s
determination to give objective and urgent
study to the problem.

4. Instruction in law and legal processes,
should be a part of primary, secondary and
college education. The legal profession
should encourage programs of such instruc-
tion. As part of its responsibility regarding
education of the publie, lawyers should seek
to explain court decisions, especially where
unpopular, and to help the public under-
stand that a lawyer's duty includes repre-
sentation of unpopular clients.

5. Law enforcement must be provided the
resources to carry out Its responsibilities
firmly, capably and with sensitivity. Secu-
rity in our dalily lives depends upon this ca-
pability. The tranquility of our cities may
depend upon the ability of law enforcement
to demonstrate to the community that it
deals justly both with the troubles of per-
sons and with the troubles created by per-
sons whose lives are touched by it.

Lawyers administering justice must take
responsibillity for assuring not only that
these procedures are falr to the individual
and the comunity but that they appear to be
falr, to the end that justice be done and be
known to be done. We urge that the institu-
tions involved in law enforcement and
prosecution, many of which are unduly frag-
mented, should be organized and financed
on a scale sufficient to enable them to per-
form the tasks demanded of them.
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THE NEWS FROM EASTERN EUROPE

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, today’s
newspapers are filled with the news of
Eastern Europe. The Czechs need West-
ern economic assistance; the Russians
attacked Thomas Masaryk, the first
President and national hero of Czecho-
slovakia; and De Gaulle began a visit to
Rumania amid warm welcomes by call-
ing for a united Europe and increased
attempts to bridge the gap between East
and West.

In past weeks it has become clear that
Czechoslovakia is walking a fine line.
The country must have more contacts
with the West for the sake of its eco-
nomic survival. The Soviets put pressure
on the Czechs by procrastinating in pro-
viding the requested economic assistance.

Czechoslovak economists concede that
the country must extricate itself from its
lopsided dependence on trade with the
socialist countries. However, during the
first few months of this year, imports
from the West dropped while imports
from Eastern European nations rose
more than 9 percent.

Czechoslovak officials, worried about
their economic position, now welcome
foreign investment in industry. Premier
Cernik yesterday said that the new gov-
ernment is interested in the gradual re-
moval of East-West trade barriers.

Now is the time for the United States
to consider our response to these changes
in Eastern Europe. I invite the attention
of the Senate to the East-West trade res-
olution I submitted last week, and to the
hearings on East-West trade scheduled
to begin later this month.

I ask unanimous consent that articles
concerning the events in Eastern Europe,
published in the Washington Post and
New York Times of May 15, be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorb,
as follows:

PRAGUE'S LEADERS OUTLINE REFORMS, NEW
CHARTER DUE—PREMIER AND Two DEPUTIES
HoLp NEws CONFERENCE—STRESS CITIZENS'
RiGHT—EcoNOMIC CHANGES DUE—WESTERN
CAPITAL WELCOMED—LAwW BEING DRAFTED
oN FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

(By Tad Szulc)

PrAGUE, May 14.—Premier Oldrich Cernik
and two deputy premiers announced at a
news conference here today a far-ranging
program of political and economic reforms
they also sald Czechoslovakia would welcome
foreign investment in industry.

In a sharp departure from practices since
the Communist takeover in 1948, the Czecho-
slovak premier submitted to a Western style
of questioning by Cgzechoslovak and foreign
reporters.

For an hour and 20 minutes, Mr. Cernik
and Deputy Premiers Ota Sik and Gustav
Husak freely, and often humorously, replied
to questions ranging from relations with the
Soviet Union the amount of work performed
by civil servants.

Revealing the latest plans in Czechoslo-
vakia's quickening “Socialist democratic rev-
olution,” Mr, Cernik and his colleagues an-
nounced these moves:

A speclal commission will be named to-
morrow to draft the new constitution estab-
lishing a federal state In Czechoslovakia
composed of Czechs and Slovaks and guar-
anteeing the rights of other minorities.

Legislation is being prepared to guarantee
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freedom of the press and the right of as-
sembly.

A new electoral law will be drafted, though
no date for elections has been set. Mr. Husak
said that the ruling National Front was “not
a political party,” but that the electoral law
would deal with the parties of the front—
the Communists, the Soclalists and the Peo-
ples party.

A law, to be completed later this month,
will regulate the rehabilitation of victims
of previous Communist regimes.

The rehabilitatlon process has been in
progress since early this year, when the pres-
ent Government came to power, Mr. Cernik
sald today that rehabilitation was “one of
the primary tasks" of the new program of the
Czechoslovak Communist party.

In his opening statement, Mr. Cernik said
that one of the guiding principles of the new
regime was ‘‘to stress the democratic rights
and freedom of citizens.”

Discussing economic problems, Mr. Cernik
and Mr. Sik, who is this country’s leading
liberal Marxist economist, announced plans
for changes that contrast sharply with
orthodox communism,

The economy is to be reorganized to be-
come competitive both domestically and in
Western export markets.

The reorganization calls for creation of a
central policymaking economic body. But at
the same time there is to be a complete
decentralization of industry and manage-
ment, granting full autonomy to individual
state enterprises and forcing them to com-
pete for credits and markets.

Free enterprise will be permitted in “per-
sonal services.” Mr. Sik explained that indi-
viduals could provide services as private busi-
nessmen if they worked alone or with their
families, though they might also employ “‘one
or two apprentices.”

Subsidiaries to noncompetitive enterprises
will gradually be removed.

Mr. Sik concedes that this might cause
temporary “social problems” and some un=
employment, but said that the workers
would be absorbed by other enterprises.

It was the announcement of Czechoslova-
kia's desire to cooperate economiecally with
the West that served to emphasize the new
regime’s determination to break away from
the Communist bloc's economic patterns.

Mr. Sik said that Czechoslovakia would
accept Western capital for industrial “jointed
ventures” with state enterprises, although
it will be up to each enterprise to negotiate
with “capitalist companies.”

He sald offers of this type were already
coming in from France, West Germany, Italy
and other Western European countries.

Discussing what he and Premier Cernik
described as Czechoslovakla's desire to con-
tribute economically to the “European con-
tinent,” Mr. Sik said that one of this coun-
try's goals—but also “the hardest nut to
crack”—was achievement of convertibility
for Czech currency—the crown.

He said such convertibility must result
from economic productivity and not from
arbitrary measures.

WEIGHING MONETARY LINK

In reply to questions, Mr, Sik, sald that
it was premature to think of Czechoslovakia's
potential ties with the European Common
Market, but he conceded that this country
might consider a relationship with the In-
ternational Monetary Fund.

He noted that Czechoslovakia was a mem-
ber of the Communist bloe's Council for Mu-
tual Economic Assistance—the Comecon—
and that she was preparing proposals to
make this organization more effective.

But Mr, Sik made it clear that Czechoslo~
vakia would insist on her independence and
the protection of her interests in economic
development.,

After Mr. Cernik said that Czechoslovakia
would make every effort to use trade to break
down the “barriers” between the east and
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the west, a reporter.asked him whether: this
country's-ties with the Soviet Union and the
Comecon would not be.an obstacle.

Mr. Cernik replied that while Czechoslo-
vakia respected her relations in Eastern Eu-
rope, her decislon to deal with the west or
anywhere else was a matter of “our sovereign
right.”

He and Mr. Sik confirmed that Czechoslo-
vakia was seeking Industrial development
credits from the Soviet Union. But they said
Moscow had set no date for a reply to this
request.

The premier said that the Government had
invited the Soviet Premier, Aleksei N. Kosy-
gin, to visit Czechoslovakia and that he ex-
pected him soon. He also sald the Hungarian
party chief, Janos Eadar, who has emerged
as a cautlous supporter of Czechoslovak pol-
icy, would probably meet the Czechoslovak
party chief, Alexander Dubcek, next month
in Budapest.

There has been concern here that Moscow
will not grant credits to Czechoslovakia be-
cause of the growing Soviet irritation with
Prague's “democratic sociallsm.” Representa-
tives of the Comecon countries began talks
on Moscow today.

The news conference was held at the Pres-
idential residence, Mr. Cernik and his as-
sociates were as relaxed and natural as if
they had been holding sesslons with the
press all their Iives. Later, a spokesman for
the Premier said that such news conferences
would be held regularly.

More than 100 reporters, including Amer-
ican, British and BSoviet correspondents,
filled the large conference room along tables
bearing coffee, mineral water and plates of
cookies.

Mr. Cernik, wearing a gray suit, answered
questions standing in front of a microphone.
He accepted written questions as well as
those asked from the floor. When a question
touched on one of his colleague’s specialties,
he would turn it over to Mr. 8ik or Mr. Husak.

After 80 minutes, Mr, Cernik told the re-
porters, “Thank you for coming.”

Then he and his deputies mixed with the
correspondents, shaking hands and exchang-
ing pleasantries.

[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1968]

DeE GaviLeE Visits RuMANIA, HAILS ITS
INDEPENDENT PoOLICY

(By Donald H. Louchheim)

BucHAREST, May 14 —President de Gaulle
called on Communist Rumania today to
march “side by slde” with France toward a
united Europe of truly independent nations,

At the start of a six-day state visit, de
Gaulle indicated approval of Rumania’s
policy of independence from the Soviet
Union, and indirectly appealed to Moscow to
permit other Eastern European nations to
follow the same path.

De Gaulle is the first Western chief of
state to vislt this country, which has been
as much a maverick in the Soviet bloc as
France has been in the Western alliance.

CONGRATULATES NATION

In a toast to President Nicholae Ceausecu,
de Gaulle congratulated the Rumanians for
refusing to bow to either ideology or outside
political pressure in their quest for national
independence.

He sald that France and Rumania are par-
ticularly well suited to be partners in *‘a
united political effort” to bridge “the sterile
and artificial separation” between Eastern
and Western Europe.

Rumania has ignored Soviet wishes on
major foreign policy questions over the last
year, and, in recent months, has moved into
open opposition to Moscow on severa] issues.

In his toast, de Gaulle apparently sought
to reassure Moscow that he had not come
to Bucharest to exacerbate the breach be-
tween Rumania and the Soviet Union.

He said, "The fact is that Rumania is next
to Russia, to which it is attached by certain
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links."" ‘He credited the Soviet Union with
keeping Europe from belng “entirely en-
slaved” 256 years ago, and said that the Soviet
Union's “value and power make it an essen-
tial pillar” of a reunited Continent.

But he stressed that the nations of Eu-
rope must put an end to “a situation in
which many of them find themselves divided
into two opposing blocs, bowing to politieal,
economic and military direction from out-
side.”

From the moment de Gaulle stepped
out of his Caravelle jetliner at the Bucha-
rest airport he received an unprecedented
welcome from the Rumanians, who view
the visit as a consecration of their effort to
win international prestige.

The streets were jammed with flagwaving
students and workers who were elther given
a special holiday or time off to participate
in the welcome. At the airport de Gaulle
plunged into the crowds, who seemed sur-
prised to be suddenly shaking his hand.

TO ADDRESS LEGISLATURE

Throughout the day, spectators gathered
to catch a glimpse of de Gaulle as he laid
wreaths at monuments and traveled to the
Opera House for a presentation of traditional
Rumanian dancing.

De Gaulle is scheduled to make three
major speeches here, including addresses
to the Rumanian Parliament and Bucharest
University.

In his brief arrival speech, de Gaulle also
stressed the twin themes of European in-
dependence and unity.

Ceausescu welcomed de Gaulle by sound-
ing many of the same nationalistic notes.
The Rumanian leader said that in Rumania’s
view, “the natlon, far from having exhausted
its role in modern soclety, still remains
an essential factor of social life.”

Like de Gaulle, he expressed the hope
that the two nations could strengthen polit-
ical ties, but he stopped short of de Gaulle's
appeal for “a combined political effort.”

Ceausescu, whose shortness is accentuated
by de Gaulle's helght, also included a con-
demnation of “American aggression” in Viet-
nam in his luncheon toast. De Gaulle did
not refer to Vietnam in his speeches and
toasts today.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, May 15,
1968]

PrAGUE OpscUres U.S. FiRM'S ROLE IN
PROJECT
(By Dan Morgan)

PrAGUE, May 14— The Czechoslovak Com-
munist government is trying to play down
the fact that a United States company is to
supply technological expertise for one of the
largest chemical combines ever planned for
the country.

The contract for the Slovnaft Polypropy-
lene Chemical factory in 8Slovakia was
signed recently, but there has as yet been
no official recognition that an American firm
will supply several millions dollars worth of
scientific and technical know-how for the
project.

[A US. official in Washington said that
under the terms of the Export Control Act,
the government could not publicly identify
the American company involved. It was also
not clear whether the company had yet been
issued the Commerce Department license re-
quired of American firms selling technical
skills to East European Communist coun-
tries.]

On Monday the Communist Party news-
paper Rude Pravo reported that two Japa-
nese firms, Chisso and C. Itoh, will supply
machinery and technology, but there was
no mention of American participation. The
total cost will be 238 million Czechoslovak
crowns—or about $60 milllon at the foreign
exchange rate.

The factory project 1s an example of the
delicate position Czechoslovakia's new lead-
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ers find themselves in as they try to pull out
of their economic slump without arousing
suspicions among their Communist neigh-
bors that the country is on the road to
capitalist domination.

The new Prague team is carefully trying
to avold provoking the Soviet Union, which
is upset by the turn the democratization
process has taken in Czechoslovakia.

However, two of the country’'s top leaders
indicate today, that Czechoslovakia may now
have to risk more capitalist contacts for the
sake of its own economic survival.

One of the reasons is Soviet procrasti-
nation in providing requested economie
assistance.

Premier Oldrich Cernik said at a press con-
ference that the new government was “in-
terested in collaboration” with Western firms,
and the gradual removal of East-West trade
barriers.

Cernik declined to comment directly on
whether Czechoslovakia was interested in a
formal commercial deal with the Common
Market. But Deputy Premier Ota Sik, who
conceived the Czechoslovak economic pro-
gram, said that he had personally received
many proposals from Western firms, which he
has turned over to the Ministry for Foreign
Trade.

The Soviet Union has procrastinated so far
on the Prague request for quick ald in the
form of a hard currency loan to revive the
worsening economy.

Czechoslovak economic planners have ad-
mitted such a loan would be used in part for
purchases of licenses and materials in the
West.

Cernik said gloomily today that “when it
is convenient for them (the Soviets) they will
give us an answer.”

Adding to the urgency of the situation was
the release yesterday of trade figures for
the first three months of the year.

They showed imports from capitalist coun=-
tries off from the comparable 1967 quarter
by 5 per cent and exports lower than the
average quarterly figures for 1967.

Contrary to previous reports, there was no
sign of any lessening of exchanges with so-
cialist countries. Imports from that area rose
more than 9 per cent.

After 20 years of mismanagement, Czech-
oslovak economists concede the country
must extricate itself from its lopsided de-
pendence on socialist trade.

The country’s deficit with the capitalist
countries is increasing. A hard currency loan
is needed to refinance the debt, make needed
investments in housing, highways and the
chemical industry and work toward a con-
vertible currency, a process that Sik says will
take five to seven years.

Despite new Western business interest in
Czechoslovakia, there has been no dramatic
upturn in investment here, even though
Czechoslovakia 1s the only socialist mem-
ber of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT).

In 1951, GATT revoked most favored na-
tion treatment for Czechoslovakia by a vote
of 24 to 1, which means that it receives none
of the special tariff considerations avallable
to other members.

The Tatra automobile, one of the most de~
sired products in Europe in the 1930s, has
practically disappeared from Western mar-
kets, The Skoda auto works, however, has
just completed a cooperative deal with Sim-
mons Machine Tool Corp.

Automobile production is now under 100,~
000 a year, but economic planners want to
boost this to 200,000.

Sik said this would mean closing down fac-
tories in other areas of productions, notably
in the overcapitalized steel industry. He did
not say what would happen to the workers.

In other events in Czechoslovakia today, a
Soviet marshal speaking at a steel works in
Ostrava brought greetings from Soviet Party
leader Brezhnev said that the Soviet Union
would not interfere with Czechoslovakia.
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ParTY TO CANVASS PuBLIC OPINION

PraGguE, May 14 —Czechoslovakia’s Com-
munist leaders are asking readers of the offi-
cial Communist Party newspaper what they
think of the democratization drive, and if
communism is compatible with democracy.

But the Party Central Committee’s Insti-
tute of Political Science, which is taking the
poll, has not announced whether it will pub-
lish the results.

Among the issues raised is: “One can speak
of democracy only when voters have a chance
to decide freely between two independent and
equal political parties which are not depend-
ent on each other.”

Another question in the section on democ-
racy asked is one “can only speak of socialist
democracy when the Communist Party has a
leading role.”

The long questionnaire was printed in the
paper, Rude Pravo, and replies were to be
sent anonymously.

Dan Morgan of The Washington Post filed
this report from Prague:

A top Czechoslovak official today indicated
the new government is not interested in hav-
ing Hungarian Party leader Janos Kadar me-
diate in its difficulties with the Soviet Union.

There had been reports from Budapest that
Kadar would meet Czechoslovak Party leader
Alexander Dubcek here soon to discuss the
issue.

However, Premier Oldrich Cernik said the
two would not meet before Dubcek goes to
Budapest in June, and then primarily to
work out a new trade agreement,

[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1968]
Moscow Is INCREASING PRESSURES ON PRAGUE
(By Anatole Shub)

Moscow, May 14.—The Soviet Union today
began increasing the pressure on Czecho-
slovakia despite renewed assurances of loyalty
from Prague. The main developments were:

A blistering attack on the late Thomas G.
Masaryk, Czechoslovakia's first President, on
whose grave the new President, Ludvik Svo-
boda, laid a ceremonial wreath last month.

A carefully phrased warning by Soviet
Marshal Ivan Yakubovsky, military com-
mander of the Warsaw Pact, that pact
states—including Czechoslovakia—are ex-
pected to carry out the long-delayed joint
maneuvers of their armed forces and to en-
act new measures for tightening the pact’s
high command.

The attack on Masaryk, which appeared in
the newspaper Sovietskayn Rossiya, seemed
certain to provoke a strong reaction in
Prague, which is preparing to celebrate this
fall the 50th anniversary of Czechoslovak in-
dependence. Masaryk was generally regarded
as the George Washington and Thomas Jef-
ferson of that independence until Stalinists
forbade even the mention of his name from
1950 to 1963. He has been restored full honors
in the current Czechoslovak national revival.

The Soviet attack, drawing partly on the
work of a Czechoslovak Stalinist historian,
charged Masaryk with subsidizing murderers
and spies in Russia during and after the civil
war, and accused him of “bloody crimes
against the Soviet and Czechoslovak peoples.”

“We would not mention this now,” the
article declared, “if it were not for the slogan
‘Back to Masaryk’ that has been wittingly
or unwittingly taken up by some people in
fraternal Czechoslovakia. . . . Do those peo-
ple who repeat this slogan today realize what
disaster they are courting for their people?”

Although Masaryk died in 1935, the arti-
cle blamed his successors for the loss of
Czechoslovak independence through the 1938
Munich Pact. The cause, according to So-
vietskaya Rossiya, was the Prague govern-
ment’s rejection of a Soviet proposal to ren-
der military assistance. The proposal involved
the passage of Soviet armed forces through
Poland into Czechoslovakia—an idea by no
means irrelevant today. East Germany and
other critics of Prague's new course have
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urged that Soviet and other Warsaw Pact
forces be moved into Czechoslovakia to
strengthen the common defense.

Yakubovsky, writing in Pravda on the 14th
anniversary of the pact, declared that mem-
ber states “have carried out, are carrying
out and will carry out joint maneuvers of
the united military forces.” Large-scale man-
euvers originally scheduled for Czechoslovak
soil in April, were delayed at Prague’'s request.
The new Czechoslovak Defense Minister said
last week that only staff maneuvers, rather
than troop movements, would be held but
Moscow has yet to confirm this limitation.

The Warsaw Pact commander also declared
that “the exposure of anti-Marxist and vari-
ous kind of anti-socialist elements” had
now become of decisive importance and that
“supreme responsibility lies with the social-
ist states for the fate of the revolutionary
achievements of the peoples.”

Yakubovsky concluded by asserting that
recent Communist summit meetings at Sofia,
Desden and Moscow had “reaffirmed the de-
termination to strengthen in all ways the
monolithic structure of our ranks.” At the
Dresden meeting, he sald, “concrete meas-
ures for strengthening the Warsaw Pact and
its military organization were unanimously
decided,” which would act as ‘guarantee” of
the pact's future. The reference to unani-
mous decisions at Dresden last March 23
seemed strange, in view of the fact that Ru-
mania, a pact member, was not invited there
and has stated it will not honor decisions
made in its absence, Czechoslovak leader
Alexander Dubeek did attend, but his govern-
ment is reported to have reconsidered since
then his original assent to a new pact politi-
cal council, with headquarters in Moscow.

Along with the Masaryk attack and Yaku-
bovsky warning, the Soviet press today re-
printed without comment new assurances of
loyalty to the alliance by Dubcek, Czecho-
slovak ambassador to Moscow Vladimir Kou-
cky, and the Czechoslovak Defense Ministry.

NEED TO KEEP FAITH WITH
AMERICAN HERITAGE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Amer-
ica’s support for the important Human
Rights Conventions on Forced Labor,
Political Rights of Women, Freedom of
Association, and Genocide would help to
clarify the basic problems cluttering the
road to world peace.

The American tradition—an unalter-
able belief in human rights—sets our
great country apart from other nations
which live under totalitarian rule and
order.

I have for many months spoken in
the Senate, asking that the Senate ratify
these treaties and put a stop to the diplo-
matic embarrassment inflicted upon our
country.

Especially during the observance of
International Human Rights Year, it is
imperative that we take action now to
reaffirm our Constitution and end our
professed righteousness.

It is quite perplexing to see the con-
tinuation of this country’s failure to
put its responsibility on the line and en-
dorse these treaties which distinguish
our idea of government from any and
all types of tyranny.

I recall the words of President Johnson
while commemorating the United Na-
tions:

The world must finish once and for all
the myth of inequality of races and peoples,
with the scandal of discrimination, with the
shocking violation of human rights, and the
cynical violation of political rights.

Our adherence to the human rights
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conventions can serve as the greatest
contribution to the Nation’s interests
and enable us to keep faith with our
heritage.

I again urge the Senate to give its ad-
vice and consent to the conventions on—
Forced Labor, Political Rights of Women,
Freedom of Association, and Genocide.

DEATH OF JOHN COLLIER, FORMER
COMMISSIONER OF INDIAN AF-
FAIRS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the word
of John Collier’s death last week has
brought to the minds of many a renewed
appreciation of his unique insight and
exceptional contribution to humanity in
general and to the Indians of the Amer-
icas in particular. John Collier is an in-
dividual very often described in super-
latives, as illustrated by the Washington
Post’s editorial, beginning:

John Collier is probably the best-known
authority this country has produced on the
subject of the American Indian.

On his 80th birthday, in 1964, Mr. Col-
lier was named by the Secretary of the
Interior to receive the Distinguished
Service Award, the highest honor of that
Department, in recognition of his ex-
traordinary leadership in the field of
Indian affairs. The citation opened with
this paragraph:

John Collier, humanitarian, conservation-
ist, poet, and teacher was United States
Commissioner of Indian Affairs from 1933 to
1945. He is being honored today because more
than any other one person, he symbolizes
the turnabout in the nation’s treatment of
the American Indian.

Mr. Collier was caught up in the fore-
front of the struggles, both in and out of
Government, for the rights of Indians
and other dependent peoples of the
world. In 1946, in London, he served as
an adviser to the U.S. delegation at the
first General Assembly of the United
Nations where guiding trusteeship con-
cepts were formulated. He devoted him-
self to the principle of civilian admin-
istration and increased local participa-
tion in the governments of Guam and
American Samoa.

In an unpublished poem written in his
T0th year, John Collier wrote:

Then, it might be, from our so-transient

hour

Some impulse, some strange grace to future

man

Might pass; . . .

I think we can affirm that he did in-
deed give to today’s and future man the
ideas, action, and courage which stood
tall and led.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial entitled “Indians
Lose a Friend,” published in the Wash-
ington Post, and an article entitled “John
Collier, Ex-Commissioner of Indian Af-
fairs, Is Dead at 84,” published in the
New York Times, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
REcorDp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 11, 1968]
INDIANS LOSE A FRIEND

Jokn Collier is probably the best-known
authority this country has produced on the
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subject of the American Indian. His studies
of the Indians of the Southwest began in
1919 and continued after he became executive
secretary of the American Indian Defense
Association. Over a period of many years he
turned out a stream of magazine articles
and books on the Indian’s culture, way of
life and critical economic problems.

When Mr. Collier became United States
Commissioner of Indian Affairs in 1933, he
may well have been better prepared for the
post than any other man who has held it,
and his 12 years in the job are the longest
span that any man has occupled it. He con-
tributed much to an understanding of the
native tribes and their aspirations. To the
country he brought a new awareness of this
small native minority and of the need to pre-
serve its traditions, tribal government and
social values.

Unfortunately, it cannot be sald that, with
Mr. Collier's death at the age of 84, this
peculiar minority problem is on the way to
solution. The Indians are stlll faced by a
cruel dilemma. If they leave their reserva-
tions and participate in the mainstreams of
social and economic life, they tend to lose
their Indian culture, traditions and identity.
And if they remain segregated in remote
areas with meager resources, most of them
are doomed to poverty and stagnation.
Though the dilemma remains, Mr. Collier
helped us to see its dimensions more clearly
and to appreciate the values that would be
lost with the disappearance of tribal life
from the continent.

[From the New York Times, May 9, 1968]

JoHN CoLLIER, Ex-COMMISSIONER OF INDIAN
A¥rairs, Is DEaD AT 84—TU.8. OFFICIAL FROM
1933 To 189456 ALso TAUGHT SOCIOLOGY AT
City COLLEGE
Taos, N. Mex., May 8.—John Colller, who

served 12 years as United States Commis-

sloner of Indian Affairs and lived in Taos in
retirement, died at a hospital today, four
days after his 84th birthday.

Mr. Collier held the Indian post from 19833
to 1945, longer than any other Commissioner.
After that he was professor of sociology and
anthropology at City College in New York
until 1954.

He had lived in this northern New Mexico
community for 12 years.

Secretary of the Interlor Stewart L. Udall
sent a message of condolence today to the
widow.

In the face of historic prejudice and en-
trenched interests, Commissioner Collier
worked to establish in law the right of In-
dians to determine their own future through
self-government; to reverse the devastating
erosion of the Indian estate; and to reawaken
the Indian's pride in his own heritage.”

A private funeral service will be held here
tomorrow, with a private burial following.
A public memorial service will be held
May 18.

SPURRED LEGISLATION

Mr. Collier devoted the major part of his
career to helping American Indians. He
fought for them both as Commissioner of
Indian Affairs and as an official of several
privately operated organizations devoted to
the welfare of Indians,

His main purpose was to increase the self-
sufficiency of Indians and to allow them a
liberal measure of self-government. In 1934,
a step was taken toward this goal with the
passage of the Wheeler-Howard Bill (Indian
Reorganization Act), designed to establish
Indian political and economic home rule, to
bulwark Indians against the encroachments
of unscrupulous whites and to improve edu-
cation for Indians.

The act was to a large extent Mr. Colller's
work. On the whole it was regarded as one
of the nation’s greatest Indian reforms.

Mr. Colller had written that year in an
article for The New York Times Magazine:
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“Who can look on the condition of the
Indians today—poverty stricken, dying at
twice the white man’s rate of mortality, lim-
ited in education and opportunity, hopeless,
distrustful—and not say that a reversal [of
Government policy] is indicated? Who could
dare? Unless he be willing to say, ‘Their blood
be on our heads,’ surely no one."

NAVAJO'S RICH LIFE

His fight for Indian rights was largely
based on personal appreciation of Indian cul-
ture. In his 1949 book, “Patterns and Cere-
monials of the Indians of the Southwest,”
published by E. P. Dutton & Co., he wrote:

“The Navajo has created out of his human
material a house of wonder, his intangible
culture matches the splendor of his land. In
terms of life, not of goods, it is we who are
poor, not the Navajo.”

Born in Atlanta on May 4, 1884, Mr. Collier
attended Columbia University from 1902 to
1905 and, the next year, the College de
France, Paris. Before he had finished his
schooling he was doing secial work with im-
migrants in Atlanta.

He helped organize the National Board of
Review of Motion Pictures and was its secre-
tary from 1910 to 1914. He was director of the
National Training School for Community
Centers from 1915 to 1919, and helped to
establish the Child Health Organization,
later called the American Child Health Orga-
nization.

He moved to California in 1919, and the
next year began extensive travels throughout
the Southwest during which he studied In-
dians and their conditions. In 1923, he be-
came executive secretary of the American
Indian Defense Association.

KNOWN AS CRUSADER

During this period he became familiar to
the readers of liberal weeklies as a crusader,
and to certain business and political circles
as that “dangerous lobbyist.” He waged a
bitter fight for religious liberty when the at-
tempt was made to forbid the performance of
ancient Indlan rituals and ceremonials. For
seven years he edited the magazine, Ameri-
can Indian Life.

After he became Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, Mr. Collier hacked away at Govern-
ment policy that called for “civilizing” the
Indian. He tried instead, to re-awaken in-
terest in Indian art and music, folklore and
custom,

Mr. Collier often referred to the Indian
tribes of the Southwest as the “mountain
peaks of a submerged social continent.” He
maintained that the Indians' culture, or “cos-
mic soul,” was spirtually superior to that of
white, Western civilization.

Mr. Collier saw to it that more than half
of his department’s employees were Indians.

He wrought many changes in the Indians'
educational system, eliminating most of the
boarding schools and substituting day
schools in which children could begin their
education without being wrenched from
their native roots. In former days, they had
been forbidden to talk their own language
even on the playgrounds.

RULES HELD UNCHANGED

Some recent observers have noted, how-
ever, that the boarding schools still have
rules against the use of Indian languages.

Mr. Colller was a member of the Indian
Arts and Crafts Board from 1934 to 1945, a
director of the National Indian Institute
from 1945 to 1950 and in 1946, was United
States delegate to the Inter-American In-
stitute of the Indian at Mexico City. He had
been president of the Institute of Ethnic
Affairs, Washington, since 1947.

His other books included “The Indians of
the Americas,” 1947 and “American Colonial
Record,” 1947.

In September, 1947, Mr. Collier was ap-
pointed Professor of SBociology at City College.
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MRS. FRANCES P. YORK, 72-YEAR-
OLD GREAT-GRANDMOTHER, RE-
CEIVES HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the Senate to an article
published in the May 9 issue of the Port-
land Press Herald, of Maine. The article
tells the story of Mrs. Frances P. York, of
South Portland, a 72-year-old great-
grandmother who has just received her
high school diploma.

When asked why she returned to school
after so many years, she replied:

I feel there should be no end to learning.
After you get into it, it is something to be
enjoyed.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REcorp as an ex-
ample that we are never too old for ex-
panding our horizons. May many more
Americans join Mrs. York in enjoying the
new horizons that only education can
bring.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Portland Press Herald, May 9,
1968]
GREAT-GRANDMOTHER, 72, Is THE PROUDEST
GRADUATE
(By Marjorie Sinclair)

It's noteworthy to see a high school drop-
out return to classes and earn a diploma.

And when that dropout is a 72-year-old
great-grandmother who left school 54 years
ago, the occasion merits some very special
recognition,

Mrs. -Frances P. York, 521 Ocean 8t
South Portland, had the kind of recognition
Wednesday night which makes & woman hap-
plest. As she recelved her diploma from Port-
land Evening School, her son and grandson
were In the audlence. They had come here
from California just to see her graduate.

Her son is Harold York of Northridge, Calif.
Her grandson, Stephen, 17, is a high school
student there. She also has great-grandchil-
dren living in Ohlo.

Mrs. York left a Dover, N.H., high school
during her senior year in 1914 to help out at
home after the death of her father.

“But I always had the idea that sometime
I Ivould go bhack to get that diploma,” she
sald.

It took her 54 years because in the interim
she has raised a family and then operated
Ledgemere Country Day School at Cape Eliza-
beth for 31 years.

In the 1966-87 school year, she began to
taper off her nursery school activities, work-
ing only half days. This season she quit per-
manently, except for occasional substitute
work. Then she decided to return to high
school and get the diploma.

“After spending 81 years in kindergarten,
it was nice to have a promotion,” she
quipped.

Mrs. York enrolled for two courses in Eng-
lish, one in history and one in sewing to
earn enough credits to complete requirements
for graduation.

She was a straight-A student but for
awhile it seemed she might not graduate.

“I had a terrible tlme getting my credits
from Dover,” she explained. “They had just
moved into a new high school and the records
hadn't been straightened out. It took from
September to January to get them. If they
hadn't found them I don’'t know what might
have happened.”

However, she was assured by Principal
James E., Fl of Portland Evening
School that he would find some way for her
to get sufficlent credits for her diploma.
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“He was wonderful,” Mrs. York sald,
“The whole experience was wonderful. It was
nice to have something to do. Also, I met
s0 many different people. I've made some
wonderful friends there.”

Now that Mrs. York has her treasured di-
ploma she is toying with the idea of attend-
ing a class or two at the University of Maine
in Portland where she once took a nursery
school course.

“A friend asked me why I would want to
do it,” she related. “I feel there should be no
end to learning. After you get into it, it is
something to be enjoyed.”

Mrs. York enjoyed her courses so much
that she chalked up a perfect attendance
record for the twice-weekly sessions from
October until commencement.

She said she hopes her achievement will
encourage other people no longer young to
return to school.

“I noted a few enrollees on opening night
last fall who seemed hesitant about start-
ing,” she related, “I had a little talk with one
of them and tried to make him see he was not
too old. After all, he was only 50.”

Mrs. York said she is “absolutely flabber-
gasted” by the number of cards and con-
gratulatory messages she received in recog-
nition of her graduation.

“I've only done what I should have done
B0 years ago,” she stated.

THE CANADIAN AUTOMOTIVE
AGREEMENT

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have ad-
dressed the Senate on several occasions
on the subject of the unwise Canadian
Automotive Agreement. This agreement
has been in effect for more than 3 years,
and its damage to the United States
should now be apparent to anyone who
studies the matter. Results have clearly
borne out the warnings issued by me and
others at the time of the unfortunate ap-
proval by Congress of the legislation
which put this agreement into effect. One
can understand why the big automobile
companies and Canada wanted this deal.
They are the beneficiaries. But there is
no justification from the standpoint of
the U.S. Government. I can understand,
I think, why Henry Ford wanted it, but
I do not understand how President John-
son could justify his recommendation of
it, or how Congress could have approved
it, or why it should not be promptly
repealed.

The legislation passed by Congress
called for an annual report from the
President to Congress on the function-
ing of the agreement. The first re-
port was not submitted until the agree-
ment had been in effect for more than 2
years, and was transmitted to Congress
by the President on March 21, 1967. An-
other annual report is now long past due.
I made inquiry some weeks ago about the
next report and was told that a final
draft was to go to the White House on
March 22. I have not yet seen a copy of
this official report, and I do not know
when it may arrive.

Pending the receipt of the delayed of-
ficial report, it might be of interest to
Senators to read a report prepared by
Mr. James E. Burke, who is a consultant
to a trade organization, the Automotive
Service Industry Association. Although
I cannot vouch for the accuracy of all
the statistics and statements in the re-
port, it does appear to be accurate.

Mr. Burke, having served as consultant
on the United States-Canadian Auto-
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motive Agreement, is well qualified for
his position with the Automotive Service
Industry Association. For 45 years he was
in charge of export sales for Stewart-
Warner Corp., of Chicago, and was a vice
president of that company from 1953
until his retirement at the end of 1964.

During his years with the Stewart-
Warner Corp., Mr. Burke spent from 3
to 6 months each year in overseas travel
for the company, visiting virtually every
nation of any consequence in the world.
He was president of the Overseas Auto-
motive Club in 1953 and 1954, and was
cofounder of the Automotive Exporters
Club of Chicago as well as its first
president.

Since coming with ASIA, Mr. Burke
has interviewed automotive service in-
dustry manufacturers in both the United
States and Canada to obtain their views
with regard to the automotive treaty be-
tween the two countries. He also sub-
scribes to and studies all of the important
automotive and financial periodicals and
newspapers from both sides of the border.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

THE UNITED STATES-CANADIAN AUTOMOTIVE
AGREEMENT: 3 YEARS LATER
(A report by James E. Burke, speclal consul-
tant to ASIA, issued April 1968)

The United States-Canadian Automotive
Agreement governing tariffs on automobiles
and automotive parts went into effect in
January of 1965, shrouded in secrecy (includ-
ing secret letters of commitment given the
Canadian Government by the major Amerl-
can vehicle manufacturers) and surrounded
by conflicting opinions as to its probable
affect on the automotive parts industry. After
three years, that affect is beyond doubt.

The Financial Post (Canada) on March 1,
1968 reported that over these three years
Canadian exports of automobiles and parts
to the United States Increased nearly 800%,
while U.8. Exports of the same commodities
to Canada grew just over 125¢}. It comments
that these figures demonstrate that this was
“the most successful bilateral trade arrange-
ment in Canadian history”. Looking at the
other side of the coin, one could add that it
is probably the most disastrous bilateral trade
agreement in United States history. If the
present trend continues, the Unlted States-
Canadian automotive account will be bal-
anced within a few years . . . In fact, 1t is
not inconceivable that the automotive trade
surplus may be in Canada's favor just as
some other commodities are now.

WHY THE AGREEMENT?

Why was the agreement advanced by the
Canadians? Because they contended that
while they bought 7% of the American type
vehicles for what they term the “North
American Market”, they produced only 4%
of those types. This they considered unfair
and contrary to thelr economic and labor
interests. The treaty is designed to correct
that imbalance. This reasoning is strictly
unilateral since, if applled both ways, it
would result in a considerable cutback of
our consumption of such Canadian imports
as wood and petroleum products (including
natural gas), and other commodities where
Canada enjoys a considerable surplus on
her merchandise trading account with the
United States.

How did our Government come to accept
this contra-liberal trade agreement? The Ad-
ministration told the Senate Finance Com-
mittee at the hearings on the treaty in Sep-
tember of 1965 that if the treaty was not
approved, Canada would follow the example
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of Argentina, Brazll and Australia by
shutting out vehicle imports and most of
the parts, resulting in Canadian manufae-
ture of all cars and trucks for their market,
and with close to 1009 Canadian content.
These discussions failed to bring out the
important differences in the situations in
Argentina, Brazil and Australia as compared
to Canada. These differences are:

(1) Argentina, Brazil and Australla are
located great distances from the U.S, and
are, therefore, remote from the influences
caused by contiguity.

{(2) Argentina and Brazil have different
languages and have been dictator-controlled
for a long term of years.

(3) Argentina and Brazil went into local
vehicle production only after they exhausted
their foreign exchange resources for every-
thing but dire necessities.

(4) Local vehicle production for all four
countries has resulted in higher vehicle
prices than prevailed when vehicles were im-~
ported and were paying substantial tariffs.
Only a few years ago, new Chevrolets smug-
gled into Argentina were selling for the
equivalent of $12,000 (U.S.).

(6) A large percentage of the Canadian
population lives very close to the U.8. border.
We not only share a common language, but
the Canadians listen to and watch the same
radio and television programs, are regular
readers of our periodicals, and closely follow
U.S. events and trends.

(6) People In marketing centers such
as Buffalo-Hamilton-Niagara Falls-Toronto,
Detroit-Windsor, Halifax-Boston, and Seat-
tle-Portland-Vancouver have much more in
common with the people in their respective
area groups than they do with their own
nationals located hundreds or thousands of
miles away.

(7) If Canada went in for the manufacture
of vehicles with near 100% Canadian con-
tent, it would be necessary to concentrate
on a very few makes and models and even
these would undoubtedly sell for consider-
ably higher prices than their American coun-
terparts. This is evidenced by the inability
of the Canadian producers to bring their
costs down to U.S. levels, even under the
rationalization program resulting from the
treaty.

(8) Any Canadian political party which
limited the publics choice to a few models,
particularly at prices higher than prices for
equivalent models in the U.S., would find the
going very rough indeed.

WHAT THE TREATY PROVIDES

The United States agreed to free trade in
vehicles and parts (subject to imports from
Canada having at least 50% Canadian con-
tent) for the vehicle manufacturers only.
Replacement parts were not included be-
cause of the objections of the Canadians,

The Canadian’s agreement had three pro-
visos in an addendum. These three provisos
were in the separate letter commitments
made by the U.S, Vehicle producers with the
Canadian Government, plus a fourth com-
mitment not referred to in the treaty.

The first proviso or condition required the
vehicle manufacturers to maintain, as a
minimum, the Canadian content of their 1964
models, For example, if General Motors had
$250 million Canadian content in their 1964
models, they were required to provide at least
this amount of Canadlan content every year
regardless of the condition of the market.
There has been no difficulty meeting this
“floor™.

The second proviso required that on any
increase in domestic demand over the 1964
base year, there would be at least a 60%
Canadian content on passenger cars, and a
650% Canadian content on trucks for the in-
creased demand. These were the same per-
centages stipulated in 1964 and established
some time prior in order to qualify for British
Commonwealth preferential tariff treatment.
There obviously has been no difficulty in
achieving these percentages.
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The third condition required the vehicle
producers to maintain the same ratio of pro-
duction to sales in Canada as prevailed in
the 1964 model year. Ford testified at the
1965 Senate Finance Committee hearings that
their 1964 ratio was 99 production to 100 of
sales on passenger cars, and 109 of produc-
tion to 100 of sales on trucks. The ratios of
the other producers have not been revealed,
but is believed to run about 95 production
to 100 of sales. Assuming that the ratio is 1
to 1, the net effect of this proviso is that the
value of each producer's exports must equal
or exceed the value of the producer’s imports
from the U.S. in order to qualify for duty free
entry into Canada. Regular duty rates must
be pald on any export deficiencies. Because
the overseas market for North American type
cars is now limited, all (or nearly all) Cana-
dian vehicle exports must go to the United
States.

Finally, the letter agreements stipulate
that within the period of the 1968 model
year—that is between July 31, 1867 and Au-
gust 1, 1968—the four vehicle producers
agreed to increase their Canadian content by
$260 million (Canadian). These commitments
are over and above the three previously de-
scribed, Exported parts are credited toward
the satisfaction of the commitments.

The treaty has no termination date, but
can be cancelled by either party giving
twelve months’ notice.

SELLING THE TREATY TO CONGRESS:
A CREDIBILITY GAP

In seeking Congressional approval for the
treaty, representatives from the State, Treas-
ury and Commerce Departments assured the
Senate Finance Committee that the U.S.
automotive trade surplus with Canada—
which amounted to 578 million in 1964 and
£692 million In 19656—would, under the
treaty, drop to $500 million and then stabi-
lize at that figure.

The first annual report to the Congress on
the operation of the treaty put our 1966 sur-
plus at 486 million. Several times during
1066 the observation was made that the
treaty results would not show up in the 1966
figures, but would appear in 1967 as the
treaty effects took hold. The figures for the
first eleven months of 1967 are now in and,
based on these figures, our 1967 Canadian
automotive surplus will not amount to more
than $286 million. This 18 45% below the
forecasts given to the Senate Finance Com-
mittee in 1965.

That 1s not all. The trend anticipated in
1966 continues. In fact, one of the auto-
motive trade reporting services recently
raised the possibility that the U.S.-Canadian
automotive account would come into bal-
ance within a few years—and it is not incon-
celvable that the surplus will move over to
the Canadian side of the ledger hefore too
long. It is estimated that in the years 1965
through 1967 approximately $650 million has
been invested in new Canadian automotive
production facilities,

THE TREATY REVIEW

During the past year the Canadian press
has occaslonally carried intimations from
Ottawa that in the review of the treaty now
taking place between the two governments
(as required by the treaty) the Canadians
will require the vehicle manufacturers to
make further Canadian-value-added com-
mitments. Our Government was not a party
to this commitment in 1965 and, apparently,
only became aware of it shortly before the
signing of the treaty.

Considering its adverse effect upon our
automotive trade balance with Canada, 1t is
to be hoped that the American negotiators
will refuse to carry on under the treaty
beyond the twelve month’s notice period if
such a further commitment is to be made a
part of the treaty, or if another separate
letter agreement is arranged with the vehicle
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producers. It is estimated that the vehicles
being produced in Canada now have from
72% to 756% Canadian content.’
UNITED STATES-CANADA BALANCE OF TRADE
While it is true that a large factor in lower-
ing the U.8. trade surplus has been the heavy
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preponderance of Canadian vehicles entering
the U.S. over American vehicles moving to
Canada, there has also been a substantial
reduction in the U.S. surplus of automotive
parts since the creation of the treaty. Follow=
ing are the figures, going back to 1963.

[In millions of dollars]

OEM

U.S. parts exports to Canada.___
Parts imports from Canada

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
(11 months)

466, 4 435.0 546.7 561.5

37.6 76.6 170.4 221.0

The above figures do not include engines
where the flow in each direction is of approx-
imately equal value, or stampings exported
from the U.S. and which are largely captive
items and, llkewise, not generally regarded
as parts.

Replacement automotive parts imports
from Canada are not separately listed in the
U.S. import statistics, but U.S. exports of
such parts are given. Following are the fig-
ures, also from 1963:

[in milliens of dollars]

Replacement

1963 1964 1965 1966

1967
(11 months)

LS. parts exports to Canada. oLl eciicacaRes

96.0 68.6 83.9 64.5

Apgain, the export statlstics do carry some
separately identified replacement parts, but
they are not listed above for the reason
glven previously.

It would seem from the statistics given that
the Canadian parts producers would be happy
over what these figures show, particularly the
ones in the O.E.M. grouping. Such, however
is not the case. The Automotive Parts Manu-
facturers Assoclation of Canada is complain-
ing that most of the additional Canadian
content in Canadian vehicles represents in-
creased assembly operations, or parts ob-
talned from captive parts plants of the
vehicle manufacturers. They are pressing the
Canadian Government to modify the treaty
so as to provide for greater Canadian con-
tent. There is no doubt—if our Government
should yleld to such demands—that the
further Canadian content would come from
parts production since the vehicle manufac-
turers are now well set up on their assem-
bly facilities.

COMPLACENCY BY A.S.I.A, MANUFACTURERS

Some A.S.I.A, manufacturers may be com-
placent if their exports to Canada have not
suffered as a result of the treaty, even though
they may not be sharing in the erpansion
resulting from increased Canadian vehicular
production. They could be in for a shock later
on if the Canadians have their way about
higher Canadian content.

DUTY-FREE ACCESS INTO UNITED STATES FOR
OVERSEAS FIRMS

It was earlier mentioned that articles cov-
ered by the treaty can enter the U.S. duty-
free if they contain 509 or more Canadian
content. The U.S. law implementing the
treaty, HR 9043, provides for free entry
“whether imported directly or indirectly”.
There are now two companies vold of T.S.
interest undertaking vehicle manufacturing-
assembly operations in Canada—Volvo and a
company named Soma, financed by the Que-
bec provincial government, set up to produce
the Renault and Peugeot, A Japanese group
is also preparing to produce a car in Nova
Scotia.

One Canadian newspaper reported that
Renault of France was considering the pro-
duction of a car in France with 50% Cana-
dian content for purposes of securing duty-
free entry into the United States. The idea
may seem far-fetched—Canadians exporting
parts to France for incorporation into ve-
hicles destined for the U.S. just for the sake
of saving the 514 % duty. However, If enough
vehicles are involved, the triangular opera-
tion would make economic sense.

There is also the possibility that “third”
countries will take advantage of the treaty
to assemble in Canada (or have assembled
for them) automotive components with 50%
or slightly more of Canadian content. The
Japanese, for example, might do this with
anti-friction bearings on which they are
proving to be strong international competi-
tors. As evidence that this is not a remote
threat, imports from the Virgin Islands are
currently admitted duty-free into the United
States under a similar 50% provision. A very
large volume of watches now enter this coun-
try from the Virgin Islands, with the slightly
under 50% of content be'mgr suppued by the
Russians, What is occurring in the Vi
Islands could just as easily develop in
Canada.

WHAT THIS MEANS TO A.SI.A. MANUFACTURERS

The treaty is a bad one in terms of U.S.
interests, not only because of the results to
date but also because any further deteriora-
tion in our automotive trade balance will fall
heaviest on the Independent parts manu-
facturing sector. There is now considerable
sentiment in the Congress for import quotas
on certain items, notable steel and textiles,
which would limit the quantities of products
brought In under those categories. The Ad-
ministration has indicated that it would
veto any such import legislation passed by
the Congress. The U.S.-Canadian Automotive
Treaty, coupled with the separate letter
agreements, constitutes a Canadian quota sys-
tem, and a very tough one at that.

The legislation proposed in the Congress
puts ceilings on certain imports. The quotas
in the U.S.-Canadian Automotive Treaty, and
the letter agreements, not only establish
Canadian production “floors”, but also force
on the United States the $2680 million addi-
tional Canadian content requirement. It is
hard to see how the Administration can act
negatively on any import quota legislation, if
passed, and still espouse the treaty. Not
only would these positions be inconsistent,
but there is also the hard fact that we have
suffered a drastic reduction in our auto-
motive trading account with Canada—con-

to the Administration’s assurances in
1965 that our surplus would level off at a
constant annual figure of $500 million.

THE FINANCIAL CRISIS

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
it was a refreshing, but surprising,
statement made in Virginia, Friday, by



13384

Arthur M. Okun, Chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers.

Speaking before the Business Council
at Hot Springs, Va., Mr. Okun asserted
that the Federal Government has been
“the major cause” of the recent inflation
because it has poured so much more
money into the economy than it has
taken out. This policy, Mr. Okun said,
was “inappropriate” to the economic con-
ditions that existed.

What Mr, Okun was saying in a round-
about way is that the Federal Govern-
ment is spending too much money.

I agree.

I agree with Mr. Okun, too, that this
policy is “inappropriate” to the economic
conditions that have existed.

Mr. Okun was a little more frank than
I had anticipated. Of course, his asser-
tion was coupled with a renewed demand
for an increase in taxes. But even if the
taxes are increased to the extent the
President recommends, the new fiscal
year will end with a deficit of approxi-
mately $15 billion—unless there is a
sharp reduction in Government spend-
ing. The current fiscal year will end with
a $20 billion deficit.

So I agree with Mr. Okun that the
major cause of the recent inflation
has been Government spending. Even if
taxes are increased the inflation will con-
tinue because the deficit will continue.

Another factor I want to emphasize
today is this:

If the Federal Government were to
levy a 100 percent tax—yes, 100 percent
tax—on all income over $10,000—$20,000
on a joint return—the revenue gained
would be only $13.2 billion—not enough
to pay the interest on the national debt.

To me this dramatizes not only the
seriousness of the financial crisis which
our Nation is facing, but it dramatizes,
too, that the bulk of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s revenues come from the middle
income and lower income groups. That
is a fact the liberal spenders should bear
in mind.

STATE GOVERNMENT AT THE
CROSSROADS—ADDRESS BY MR.
BRADY BLACK

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, recently
I was privileged to speak to a regional
conference of State legislative leaders
and newspaper publishers who were
meeting in Baltimore, Md., to consider
ways and means of improving State legis-
latures. Mr. Brady Black, vice president
and editor of the Cincinnati Enquirer
and a member of the board of trustees
of the Citizens Conference on State
Legislatures discussed the role of State
legislatures in our Federal system.

The State legislature’s task—

He said—

is to do the wisest job the citizens of the
State will permit it todo . . .

He asserts:

Citizens, in their fear of blg government,
protect themselves so carefully against gov-
ernment at home that they permit central
government to grow greater and greater while
protesting that it does so.

Many of us share Mr. Black’s concern.
I have the pleasure of serving on the Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovern-
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mental Relations along with two other
Members of this body, the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Muxprl and the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
ErviN]l. The Advisory Commission has
devoted muech of its attention to finding
ways and means of strengthening State
and local government. Modernization of
State legislative operations is sorely
needed. Indeed, some observers contend
that State legislatures are the weakest
link in our Federal system. The Advisory
Commission has urged States to hold an-
nual sessions, to offer adequate compen-
sation, to provide year round profes-
sional staffing of major committees, and
to devise more effective ways for making
the views of State legislatures known to
Congress.

Mr. Black’s frank and perceptive com-
ments merit thoughtful consideration by
all Members of Congress. I ask unani-
mous consent that his address be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

STATE GOVERNMENT AT THE CROSSROADS
(Remarks of Brady Black, vice president and

editor, the Cincinnati Enquirer, before

Mid-Atlantle Regional Conference on

Strengthening the Legislature, February

14-15, 1968, Johns Hopkins University,

Baltimore, Md.)

The role of the American state legislature
in relation to present day federalism is to
do the wisest job the citizens of the state will
permit it to do in the state's partnership with
local government and with the Federal
government.

I say permit because citizens, in their fear
of big government, protect themselves so
carefully against government at home that
they permit central government to grow
greater and greater while protesting that it
does so0.

They protect themselves with constitu-
tional restrictions and they protect them-
selves with overlapping local governments.

The American Assembly, when it concluded
a meeting of 76 Americans on state legis-
latures on May 1, 1966, issued a statement
which suggested elimination of limitations
on a legislature’s power to appropriate funds,
repeal of the right of referendum and initia-
tion where reserved by the people, and
establishment of legislatures as continuing
bodies with the power to call themselves into
action. In short, state legislatures would be
allowed discretions similar to those of
Congress.

Such a broadening of state legislative au-
thority may be beyond our times. This is
because voters, unable to get at Washington
directly with restrictions on debt and spend-
ing and legislation, are damned if theyre
going to give another layer of government
such unrestricted access to their purses, in
those places where they still can use the
ballot to say yes or no.

Therefore, the direction of legislative
change has been to annual sessions, to in-
creased staffing, to greater independence of
the executive, to four-year and staggered
terms, to fewer committees, to increased
competition, to adequate spase and to mod-
ern equipment.

Let me point to two recent examples of the
hesitancy of citizens to give legislatures less
citizen restriction on spending.

Kentucky in 1966 tried a massive overhaul
of its constitution. This included a sharp
scaling upward of the $500,000 limit on debt
unless voter approved. The issue was clob-
bered

In Ohio last spring, citizens were asked to
set up a bond commission with powers to
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develop and finance a master plan for state
growth. The program would have bypassed
the $750,000 limit on unvoted debt. The issue
was smashed.

Now, having raised a doubt that citizens
are golng to give state legislatures power
equal to that of Congress, let us review
currents which may influence change, in-
cluding financing state governments while
holding fast to the right to say no.

CITIZEN UNREST AND DISSATISFACTION

A great deal of dissatisfaction and unrest
today is directed toward Wi . Where
there is dissatisfaction, there is greater will-
ingness to change and change spawned in
great social upheaval is likely to be sweeping.

Areas of dissatisfaction include:

The war

Washington is forced to give priority to
Vietnam, which is costing $2 to $214 billion a
month and which is frustrating because we
are an impatient people and there seems to
be no end in sight.

Big city riots

The Federal government is blamed on the
one hand because it is spending money in
Vietnam instead of on big city slums and on
the other for arousing expectations among
Negroes for quick solutions to problems
which defy quick solutions.

Crime

Crime menaces the safety of the individual
and of his property. The courts, spurred by
U.S. Supreme Court rulings, seem to be in-
creasingly tolerant of criminals. Discontent
again is directed in large part toward Wash-
ington.

Strikes

When strikes Interfere with the welfare
and the convenience of the people as a whole,
the people look for a scapegoat. Big every-
thing causes eyes to turn toward big govern-
ment, which is Washington, and the mas-
siveness of labor disputes sometimes adds to
the grumbling,

High prices

Inflation is pushing up prices and the
housewife notices this when she goes to
market. At the other end, the farmer argues
that his prices are too low. More causes for
unrest.

In today's discontent and citizen restive-
ness, there is opportunity for government
closer to home to look for ways in which it
can tackle and solve problems, and thereby
build its standing with the people.

In some cases, however, state government
lacks the tools and in some cases it lacks
the boldness.

It is in this atmosphere that the Citizens
Conference on State Legislatures is stimulat-
ing interest in American state legislatures
s0 that the state citizens committees, wher-
ever motlivated, can work to strengthen their
legislatures.,

This we can call a present-day trend.

There are other trends, too.

Consider, for instance, the prominence of
governors among Republicans being con-
sidered as likely prospects to oppose Presi-
dent Johnson next November. We hear Rom-
ney of Michigan, Reagan of California and
Rockefeller of New York mentioned quite
often and sometimes Rhodes of Ohio. A for-
mer governor, Wallace of Alabama, is leading
a challenging third force.

Governor once was a springboard to Presi-
dent, but hasn't been since our country be-
came a super-power at the end of World
War II. Since the last governor in the White
House, Franklin D. Roosevelt, we have had
three U.S. senators and one general.

State voters, while they have shied off
from giving blank checks for state spending,
have been generous when the use was spe-
cific. Ohioans, since Jim Rhodes became gov-
ernor more than four years ago, have ap-
proved more than #$1 billlon in bonds and
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will be asked for $850 million more this
year. Pennsylvanians last year passed a large
bond issue.

California’s legislature in 1967 imposed $1
billion in tax increases and Ronald Reagan
still rides tall in the saddle. Ohio added 8200
million a year in taxes in 1967 and Jim
Rhodes continued popular.

In Washington, Congress is taking a
stronger hand in shaping spending programs
and, in at least one instance—the anti-crime
programm—was inclined to go along with
block grants to the states.

‘WHAT LEGISLATURES FACE

What are the problems which legislatures
must face, with or without new tools from
citizens?

Education is a major one. The action of
C:hlo'a legislature in 1967 can be looked to for
clues.

In Ohio’s school districts, as in others in
other states, property owners have been in
rebellion against carrying so much of the
burden for education. Whereas once the
vote yes was almost automatic for bonds
and for operating levies, nos began to show
up, campaigns of opposition to emerge, and
financial crises to occur.

This rebellion occurred as there were more
children to educate, increased pressure to
pay higher salaries or be unable to find
enough teachers, more demands for special
education to meet slum problems, and a
drive by parochial schools to get taxpayer
help.

Governor Rhodes, safely into a second term
and with a two-term limit, eased off his no-
new-taxes policy under education's pressures
and the result was that a newly apportioned
legislature, with a heavily suburban influ-
ence, increased taxes and gave most of the
new revenues to local school districts and
state-supported universities,

It gave parochial schools at least a tenta-
tive beginning in use of tax funds by ap-
propriating $156 million for school auxiliary
services in which such schools can share.
This is the subject of a constitutional chal-
lenge In a state court. Supplementary funds
were provided for extra attention in big city
poverty districts and for vocational educa-
tion. The increased state ald did not head off
teacher demands, however. Cincinnati has
Just gone through a teacher strike.

‘Welfare 1s the source of another immense
pressure on state legislatures and one which
will grow. Contrast Ohio’s handling of this
question to its handling of education. The
combinations of Pederal, state and local ef-
fort have been meeting only about four-
fifths of what is considered the minimum
standard for subsistence under Ohio pro-
grams,

Pressures for greater state effort built up
from county welfare recipients through
marches on the state capital, and from
state organizations.

The result was that the legislature ap-
propriated $171; million of an estimated $70
million needed to get to 100%, and made
available another $17% million provided
local governments will match it $2 for #1.

You can read into this a wariness against
getting the state too deeply committed in
welfare,

I think there are several reasons for this.

One is that suburban legislators are rep-
resenting areas to which many white tax-
payers have fled and still are fleeing from
central cities that are filling up rapidly with
black tax consumers moving in from agri-
cultural areas and frequently without edu-
cation and training for jobs. These are the
people of the so-called black ghettos, in some
of which riots have been occurring, The sub-
urban dwellers, beset by their own problems
of schools, sewers, trash removal and mort-
gages, are reluctant to assume the costs of
solving city problems.

Add to this, the ruling last year by a three-
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judge Federal court that Connecticut’s resi-
dency requirement for Aid to Dependent
Children is unconstitutional because it dis-
courages the right of interstate travel, and
you have a potential tripling of the costs of
public assistance on the present aid base.

Almost 8 million depend on public assist-
ance and the annual cost, at all levels of
government, is $7 billion, which is double
the cost of 10 years ago. Yet numbers fail to
qualify under residency rules and the walting
period may be a factor which slows down
migration to the citles. Immediate qualifica-
tion certainly would open up some growth
potentials.

Concern already is being expressed that
the welfare system locks the poor in de-
pendency, develops generations of welfare
clients, attracts the untrained and unedu-
cated jobless to further augment the restless
slums, and influences the taxpaying whites to
go on fleeing to the suburbs.

In state after state the governor has had
to dispatch the National Guard to cities to
help restore order and in Michigan even this
wasn't enough and battle-hardened Federal
troops were sent In.

Ohilo, while it was wary in 1967 of getting
the state too deeply committed in welfare
costs, continued this year in preparing to
handle riots If they should come next sum-
mer.

Efforts generally are directed toward mak-
ing it simpler for the governor to respond
quickly in an emergency and for authorities
to contain rioters, to cut off sale of alcohol
and to restrict sale of gasoline,

I suspect that before summer there will
be provisions for shifting of National Guard
troops among the states and for airlifting
of Federal troops when a governor calls for
help.

The states, and the cities, face a very grave
test of whether they can maintain order and
whether, if they do, they can avoid drifting
into a police state.

You know there is more than one way our
country could go. A state of anarchy could
develop in which citizens would not be safe.
Or revulsion against disorders could bring the
rise of a Hitler-type. The state legislature
is under pressure to be a factor in seeing
that neither occurs—that instead we solve
our problems and maintaln order.

Local government aid

Ohio, when it came to considering ap-
peals from local governments for greater
financial help, responded cautiously on wel-
fare and otherwise simply authorized addi-
tional areas of taxation if counties and citles
want to use them.

Municipal governments have shown a grow-
ing inclination to run to Washington for
help because:

A. The Federal income tax and unlimited
borrowing have made the funds avallable.

B. The mass urban vote can and does
decide presidential elections and therefore
programs are devised to attract voters.

C. Legislatures, with an experience of quick
reprimands at the polls for raising taxes and
with election bases which encourage avoid-
ance of some city problems, have tended to
seek ways to avold rather than to rush in
with panaceas, which is the reverse of Fed-
eral experience.

There are, however, evidences that this may
be beginning to change.

For one thing, a new breed of governors
who are boldly seeking solutions has come
on the scene as a shocked citizenry begins
to wonder whether all answers do lie In
Washington, They, too, have masses of urban
voters and some of them have ambitions
which lie beyond the governor’s mansion.

Legislatures, altered greatly by reappor-
tionment, are showing responsiveness to the
seeking of solutions to problems, but mem-
bers will be cautious about going beyond
the political comprehension and depth of
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their constituents. This a political fact of
life.
This is taking place amid a growing pon-
dering that there must be something which
badly needs fixing when rioters burn our
cities, eriminals make our streets unsafe, and
when even policemen, firemen and teachers
are going on strike—against us, the taxpayers.

Whether you are a learned man from a uni-
versity faculty, a day-to-day educator and
opinion influencer from the news media, a
lawmaker or a civic leader, you know that
something is wrong and somebody ought to
do something about it,

For, unless something is done about it,
however much you might prefer the status
gquo of yesterday, yesterday is history.

And doing something about it Includes

ng the state as a strong part of the
Federalist system.

You know and I know that there is every
indication that the urban sprawls will get
bigger, *hat the confusion of overlapping
governments will remain, that the tax users
will go on inundating the central cities, that
the taxpayers will go on fleeing to their sub-
urban outposts, that the tax users will go on
flexing their political muscles as they demand
more government money, that riots or the
threat of rlots will continue to come from
the militant, that police will be armed to the
teeth, that soldiers will be called upon to
defend Americans against Americans in our
cities, and that suburban and rural lawmak-
ers will hesitate to vote upon their constitu-
ents the costs of city problems from which
they have fled.

This, of course, is the point of challenge
for each of us. What are the solutions? How
can our Federalist system be strengthened
as a partnership to find solutions and to put
them into effect. What can we do to help?

The American state legislature, unless it
is strengthened by citizen guidance and sup-
port, is likely to give its attention to educa-
tion, to public health, to parks and recrea-
tion, to highway building and highway safe-
ty, to helping enforce the law in emergen-
cles—all worthy causes—but to back off and
leave to Washington the massive and high
cost problems of American cities—poverty,
crime, housing and the black power riots.

It is these problems which are tearing us
apart. Since we have gotten into today's
grave crisis while weakening our state and
local partners in our Federalist system, it
seems to me that it is time that we tried
to restore some of their power.

The American state legislature is an in-
tegral part of such a partnership, but it
needs citizen help and backing if it is to play
its fullest role.

For, as I noted when I opened these re-
marks, the role of the American state legis-
lature in relation to present day federalism
is to do the wisest job the citizens of the state
will permit it to do.

DISMAL STORY OF THE ICC

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, last
Monday’s lead editorial in the New York
Times emphasized the importance of pro-
tecting the traveling public from the in-
efficiencies, discomforts, and hazards
which have become the commonplace oc-
curences of our country’s railroad pas-
senger service.

I commend that newspaper for illu-
minating the serious difficulties now en-
countered by the railroad passenger and
the dire need to dedicate ourselves to
improving this service.

The passenger has player second fiddle
to freight service for entirely too long.

While there are laws affecting the
traveling conditions of dumb animals,
the rulebook is strangely silent regard-
ing human cargo.
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While ingenious new methods have
been developed to transport livestock,
farm commodities, cement, and even
wine, there have been no similar im-
provements in passenger accommoda-
tions.

The Times pointed out that these con-
ditions are a serious indictment of the
Interstate Commerce Commission. But,
more than that, the Federal and State
Governments and railroad companies
themselves must bear a major share of
the blame. Last week I spoke at length
of the immediate need to upgrade pas-
senger service and facilities in order to
bring much needed balance to our na-
tional transportation system. That chal-
lenge remains before us.

It is no longer possible to view railroad
services as the poor cousin. The rail-
roads and many of our public agencies
have treated the passenger train like a
prehistoric animal—soon to become ex-
tinct and a relic of the past. This is
blindness. Almost 100 million passengers
rode the rails last year—and this does
not count the commuter whose livelihood
depends on rail transportation. This fig-
ure is likely to rise in the future as our
airports and expressways become clogged.

The time to take responsible action is
now. We can no longer hide our heads in
the sand.

I ask unanimous consent that the New
York Times editorial be inserted in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

HoTtrFooT FOR THE ICC

The Interstate Commerce Commission
awoke from its torpor long enough last week
to authorize the discontinuance of a few
more of the country's vanishing fieet of blue-
ribbon passenger tralns. The Santa Fe was
allowed to drop its Chicago-Los Angeles
streamliner, the Chief; the Chesapeake &
Ohio got permission to kill the Fast Flying
Virginian and the Sportsman on the Wash~-
ington-Cincinnati run,

It is all part of a dismally familiar story
for the 1.C.C., the oldest of the Federal regu-
latory agencies and—except for the Federal
Communications Commission, which nomi-
nally regulates the radio and television in-
dustry—the sleepiest and least effectual.

Made up of eleven commissioners who ro-
tate the chailrmanship each year, the LC.C.
has a shifting membership, no executive
head and few consistent policies. Its pro-
tracted procedures sometimes irritate the
railroads, buslines and trucking companies,
but these private interests much prefer to
suffer its fussy inconsequence than to deal
with a small, reformed agency which might
aggressively defend the public interest.

The scorching report of John S. Messer,
the hearing examiner in a case involving a
reduction of service standards by the South-
ern Pacific, is nothing less than an indict-
ment of the commission for neglect of duty.
Its failure to protect the traveling public
agailnst the exploitation of rallroad mana-
gers 1s bodly set forth.

It is astonishing to learn that the commis-
sion has never formulated minimum stand-
ards for passenger service. Instead, the com-
mission has supinely cooperated with those
railroads which have wished to discontinue
passenger service and concentrate on their
more profitable freight service. Railroads are
not ordinary business firms; they are quasi-
public corporations endowed with enormous
land grants and the power of eminent do-
main in order to perform a specific service.
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That service 1s to provide transportation for
persons and goods,

Passenger service sometimes incurs a defi-
cit, although the rallroads exaggerate thelr
losses, as the Southern Pacific did in this
case; but the I.C.C. already takes the pas-
senger deficit into account in setting (and
raising) freight rates.

Rallroad companies have developed the
propaganda myth that maintenance of pas-
senger service 1s a matter of interest only to
a dwindling number of train buffs. In reality,
ninety-eight million passengers, not count-
ing dally commuters, traveled on intercity
trains last year. Rather than dwindling, the
number of rail passengers is likely to rise in
the coming decade as highway and airlane
congestion worsens. If highway trafic triples
in the near future as experts expect, the
immensely expensive interstate highway sys-
tem now being built will not be able to sus-
taln the burden.

A functioning network of passenger rall-
roads connecting major points in this nation
is not a matter of nostalgia and romance; 1t
is a practical necessity. The first duty of the
1.C.C. is to stop finding excuses for discon-
tinuance of service and act upon the recom-
mendations of this landmark report. If the
preservation of adequate service ultimately
requires government reforms, that is the re-
sponsibility of the President, the Depart-
ment of Transportation, and especially of
the Congress. The I.C.C.’s duty is to stop
pampering the rallroads it is supposed to
regulate and to begin protecting the de-
fenseless traveling public.

PUTTING OUR ECONOMY THROUGH
A WRINGER

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on April
2, in speaking about the Tax Adjust-
ment Act of 1968, which will presumably
soon come before us again in the form
recommended by the conference com-
mittee, I quoted a number of statements
by Prime Minister Wilson. They sounded
remarkably like those made now in
arguments for the tax increase, travel
tax, and other measures which are
equivalent to the British “belt tighten-
ing.” For example, there are these:

Action 1is needed . .. to redeploy re-
sources . . . and check inflation . . . by cuts
in the present inflated level of demand . . .

The Treasury has . . . put a surcharge of
10 percent on (certain duties) and on Pur-
chase Tax. Thus for goods now chargeable
at 10 per cent the new effective charge will
be 11 percent . . .

The Government are introducing a num-
ber of deferment measures which will re-
duce demands on resources . ., .

Private overseas expenditures must also
make its contribution. . . . The amount of
foreign exchange which may be bought for
journeys . . . will normally be limited to
£50 per person.

Within each major area we have of course
been highly selective in the cuts we have
made . . . We propose to cease to provide
traemﬂkmseeondaryschools . » The capi-
tation grants to direct grant schools will be
reduced .

The Govemment has decided to reduce

planned approvals of nmew houses by 15,-
000 . . . Overall expenditures on roads will

be reduced so as to produce savings of £53

million . . . Assistance to public pasenger
transport . . . 1s being limited to £10
million.

Special measures must be taken to arrest
the growth of the number of people em-
ployed in Public Service . . . no further net
increase in the number of cviil servants as
a whole . . .

Mr, President, every one of these state-
ments has its parallel in the arguments
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being made for cutting back on our ex-
penditures, for taking money out of the
spending stream in the private sector,
for reducing the costs of operating the
Federal Government.

As I stated in the portion of my April
2 speech headed “The Dangers of Aus-
terity,” the purpose of the British effort
has been identical to our own. Specifi-
cally, Prime Minister Wilson said, “that
action was needed for the purpose of
making a direct impact on our balance
of payments.” The purpose has been the
same; the remedies advanced have been
the same; and it might very well be sup-
posed that the results will be the same.
It is that very probability which is so
disturbing to me.

For the result, I believe, is inevitably a
damaging slowdown in the economy in
which, as in Britain, unemployment will
rise; income will be reduced and conse-
quently expenditures will be smaller by
the people who consume the products of
the economy and by the Government as
well; and, as Prof. Milton Friedman has
said in a column published in News-
week, which I placed in the RECORD yes-
terday, the $10 billion surtax in our
economy ‘““would not even come close” to
killing inflation.

Recently, Britain's Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Roy Jenkins, announced a
new budget which includes a tax rise of
$2.2 billion over a full year—the equiva-
lent of $20 billion in our economy. Yet,
even with such harshness, and in spite
of—or perhaps rather, partly because
of—the extreme measures of devalua-
tion, it is anticipated that the average
Briton’s cost of living still will rise by
about 6 percent for the year. At the same
time, the target for economic growth is
reduced from 4 to 3 percent.

Sacrificing economic growth is a
strange way to run a country. It is an
economic masochism to thus punish one-
self; and as the British by elections have
been showing, the public is rebelling
against the lash of such harsh counter-
productive policies. If we follow the Brit-
ish example, purchasing a better balance
of payments at the cost of our overall
economic welfare, what will be the
result?

Recently the AFL-CIO News reprinted
a discussion of the situation which ap-
peared in the Washington Post under the
byline of its business and financial edi-
tor, Hobart Rowen. The title puts the
objections I have so often raised in a
capsule form: “Sacrificing Economic
Growth a Strange Way to Run a Coun-
try.” This is, as the subhead said, con-
fusing ends and means, As Mr. Rowen
puts it:

It seems rather strange that the only way
modern democracies have found to handle
thelr intricate international flnancial pay-
ments problems is to put the home economy
through a wringer. . . . It seems topsy-turvy
reasoning to be applauding . . . an American
policy designed to half growth that exceeds

a 4 percent level.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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[From the AFL-CIO News, Apr. 20, 1968]

ConrFusiNG ENDS, MEANS: SACRIFICING Eco-
noMIC GROWTH STRANGE WaAY To RUN A
COUNTRY
(NotE.—The following column by Hobart

Rowen, business and financial editor of the

Washington Post, appeared in the Post on

April 7, 1968, It is reprinted here with the

permission of the Washington Post Co.)

Winston Churchill once sald that he did
not become Britain’s prime minister to pre-
side over the liquidation of the Empire.

But the present chancellor of the excheq-
uer, Roy Jenkins, facing the harsh realities
which find his country living beyond its
means may, by turning the economic screws,
be presiding over the metamorphosis of
Britain from a major world power to a small
one.

Two weeks ago, Mr. Jenkins produced a new
budget for Britain that ralses taxes at the
rate of $2.2 billion over a full year. For the
British, this is a stunning amount. A com-
parable tax increase in our economy would be
something on the order of $20 billions,

The whole program is designed to permit
devaluation to work. The theory is that taxes
on motoring, liquor, tobacco, and consumer
luxuries will dampen demand at home, and
force more of a rising British output into ex-
port channels,

Thus, the British public would “purchase”
a balance of payments surplus by cutting
their living standard at home, The cost of
Hving for a British subject, counting the
effects of the tax increase and last Novem-
ber’s devaluation of the pound, apparently
will rise about 6 percent.

Since wage increases are to be limited to
3.5 percent, it becomes clear why Jenkins
himself said it would be a “hard slog” for
the next two years.

In his discussions with key officials here
this past week, the British chancellor no
doubt discussed the striking areas of com-
parability between the American and British
problems.

Lucklly, our own excesses haven't matched
those of the British, and the tax medicine
that Congress may feed us may not be so
bitter.

But it seems rather strange that the only
way modern democracies have found to han-
dle their intricate international financlal
payments problems is to put the home econ-
omy through a wringer. Are depression and
unemployment the only ways of solving these
problems?

One wonder whether any American Ad-
ministration would ever be able to get away
with the punishing kind of austerity that
Jenkins devised. He lowered the target for
economic growth from 4 to 3 percent. His
expectation is that personal consumption
will be reduced by nearly 2 percent, instead
of rising by 1 percent.

Response among businessmen and eco-
nomists in Britain has been favorable: most
feel that the defiationary package was neces-
sary—a kind of “last chance” for Britain.

If there has been any “overkill,” it may be
apparent on the political front. The by-
elections seem to suggest that the British
public doesn't take too kindly to the idea
that there can be no boost in the standard
of living for the next couple of years.

This is a human and understandable re-
action. Like M. I. T. Prof. Robert Solow, I am
depressed that the automatic reaction here
and in Britain to repeated monetary crises
is to resort to deflation.

When everything is sacrificed to solving
the balance of payments problem, as Solow
says, we confuse the end with the means.
This isn't to say that elther Britain or the
U.S. could continue to have perennially big
deficits.

But it seems topsy-turvy reasoning to be
applauding a British budget because it 1s so
“harsh,” or an American policy designed to
halt growth that exceeds a 4 percent level.
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Mr. Jenkins’ counterpart, Treasury Sec.
Henry H. Fowler, has just had a great success
at Stockholm by assuring our friends that
an appropriate slow-down in the American
economy would be enforced.

Something would seem to be screwy some-
where.

But if there Is a glimmer of hope out of all
of the confusion that began with devalua-
tion of the British pound, it is the partial
step toward gold demonetization that is in-
herent in the two-price system.

One even hears suggestions in highplaces
that in any new crisls, the powers that be
would go all the way to a full demonetiza-
tion, instead of yielding to the temptation
of ralsing the price of gold.

For that we can thank the speculators
and M. deGaulle. They may have forced us,
unwittingly, onto the right track.

THE POOR PAY MORE FOR
UTILITIES

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, one
reason why the auto insurance industry
is under investigation is because of the
discrimination by some companies based
on the location of a man’s residence. If
he lives in a poor neighborhood, he is
rated, and has to pay more than he
would if he lived at a better address.

One of the reasons why the utility in-
dustry should be under investigation is
because some utilities engage in this
same practice .

We all know that a “good” address
and a good credit rating are not syn-
onymous. It is grossly unfair to require
a payment by a person who may have
an unblemished record while waiving
payment for a person whose credit rat-
ing may be low. Yet the situation exists.
As summed up in a recent Electrical
World editorial:

Today it's not uncommon to require serv-
ice deposits equivalent to one, two or more
months’' bills throughout the ghetto areas
without considering who the applicant is or
what credit risk is involved in serving him.

Utility bills are a large percentage of
a poor family’s budget. As a public wel-
fare administrator wrote me last fall:

Utility charges . . . is an area where poor
people suffer the most. Many of the poor in
Baltimore have housing that is heated by
gas space heaters. This means that utility
charges often run as high as $50 per month
durmg the winter.

The Baltimore city public welfare allow-
ance for utilities is approximately $15 per
month. Coupled with the fact that our rent
standards are based on a 1952 survey, you
can readily see how the poor are suffering.

According to Electrical World, the
local electric utility, Potomaec Electric
Power, is one of the power companies
that requires a deposit from persons liv-
ing in a designated poor-risk area. The
Distriet of Columbia Public Service Com-
mission is currently considering com-
plaints from the Shaw area that Wash-
ington Gas Light is demanding high
deposits in that area.

Union Electrie, in St. Louis, asks for a
2-month deposit from all new service ap-
plicants who live in what the company
calls poor economic areas, according to
Electrical World. The deposit is returned,
with interest, after 3 years. However, ac-
quiring enough money to make such an
advance deposit presents a real hardship
for many poor families.
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Mr. President, in my opinion every
agency of government, every corporation,
needs to rethink and reshape its policies,
as necessary, to assure that its policies
do not hurt those who need help most.
Regulatory commissions can exercise
leadership in this particular issue, by ob-
taining and disseminating the facts
about advance deposit policies of utilities
under their jurisdiction. The action of
the District of Columbia Public Service
Commission in this respect is noteworthy.

Unfortunately there is little public in-
formation available about the policy of
utilities on advance deposits. The Elec-
trical World editorial to which I re-
ferred, and which I shall place in the
REecorp, was based on the magazine’s in-
vestigation on only 10 utilities. Utilities
are not presently required to report this
information in their annual reports to
Federal regulatory commissions. This de-
ficiency in the reporting system would be
corrected through passage of my bill, S.
2933, the Utility Consumer Counsel Act.
However, it is my hope that both the
Federal Power Commission and the
Federal Communications Commission,
through existing general authority and
without awaiting a specific statutory
mandate, will forthwith ascertain and
publicize the advance deposit policy of
each electric, gas, and telephone utility
under their jurisdiction. I urge the utili-
ties to review their own policies and
abandon policies which discriminate
against poor neighborhoods. Detroit Edi-
son has already made such a change,
which is reported in the March 4, 1968,
Electrical World article, “Customer De-
posits Under Fire,” to which I have
referred.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp that article,
the Electrical World editorial of the same
date, “Let's Not Make This Summer
Longer and Hotter,” and the March 1,
1968, article from the Washington Post,
“Gas Rates Hurt Poor, PSC Told,” by
Stuart Auerbach.

There being no objection, the article
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

[From the Electrical World, Mar. 4, 1968]
CusTOoMER DEPOSITS UNDER FIRE—MINORITY

GrOUPS CHARGE AREA-BASED DEPOSITS ARE

UnrFam—DEeTROIT EDISON SHIFTs PoLICY

Utllities which require deposits from cus-
tomers because they live in low-income areas
could be in for trouble in the months ahead,
confronted with the charge that such a policy
is based on raclal discrimination.

While most utilities contacted by Eleciri-
cal World in a spot survey either require de-
posits from wirtually all customers, or base
the deposit requirement on a person's credit
rating, there are some others which require
deposits from individuals living in “high-loss
areas.” In neighborhoods where there 1s a
history of non-payment of bills, these utili-
tles ask for security before providing service.

Leaders of minority groups have been com-
plaining that such a policy constitutes dis-
crimination—that a man’s address doesn’t
mdlc:ta whether he can pay his bills on time
or no’

Says Henry Lee Moon, a Washington, D.C,,
spokesman for the Natlonal Assoclation for
the Advancement of Colored People, “Deposit
policies are part of the total problem we face
as consumers."

He adds, however, he doesn’'t object to
policies based on credit ratings “if they are
applied equally among the races, But too
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often the Negro is discriminated against, and
the NAACP is against deposit policies based
on regions.”

Floyd McKlissick, national director of the
Congress of Racial Equality, speaks in strong-
er terms of the reglon-based deposit require-
ment.

McKissick: says CORE is “talking with its
counsel” about bringing legal action against
the utilities that use regional deposit poli-
cies, and that CORE is “working with other
civil rights groups to affect a change in those
policies.”

Tony Perot, CORE's national program di-
rector, says that the organization is develop-
ing a survey on customer deposit policles
“from city to city, documenting patterns
across the country.” He adds that deposits re-
quired from low-income groups “are similar
in most major cities."”

Although CORE would like a legal prec-
edent, Perot feels that the courts would
probably rule in favor of utilities, which can
show a relatively high incidence of default
among low-income groups. Therefore, at-
tempts to change service deposit policies
could be “based on a protest focus,” rather
than through court proceedings.

Of the ten wutilities contacted by EW
which serve large urban areas, two set their
deposit policies by regions—Potomac Electric
Power and Union Electric. Pepco requires
that if a person lives in a designated poor-
risk area, he must put up a deposit—rang-
ing from a minimum of $10 to $100 for those
who have been delinquent in the past or who
have had their service discontinued. If the
customer pays his bills on time, he can
request that the deposit—with interest—be
returned.

Union Electric asks for a two-month de-
posit from all new service applicants who live
in what the company calls “poor economic
areas.” The deposit is returned, with interest,
after three years. Thus far there has been
no community pressure on either of these
utilities to alter their polices.

One utility which has experienced com-
munity pressure—and as a result changed its
deposit policy from a regional to personal-
credit basis—Iis Detroit Edison. What hap-
pened in Detroit could happen elsewhere.

Until last summer, DE required a two-
month deposit from all applicants whose
addresses fell in “high-loss areas.” But ac-
cording to the new policy, DE asks deposits
only when customers “show no evidence of
ability to pay their bills.” If after 90 days a
bill is still delinquent, DE requires security,
in addition to full payment of the bill.

Some observers saw the change as a move
to appease minority groups since the shift
came so soon after the riots. This was defi-
nitely not the case, however. The decision
to revise the policy came more than a month
earlier, and was affected principally by a
small group of mothers and their backers.

In September, 1966, the group of mothers,
who were receiving Aid to Dependent Chil-
dren [ADC] benefits, and who called them-
selves the West Side Mothers, complained to
the Michigan Public Service Commission
about the cash deposit requirements of the
electric, gas, and telephone utilities. They
contended, among other things, that because
of their limited income, the deposits pre-
sented a financial hardship and therefore
operated unfairly against the poor.

According to DE, this complaint, along
with some others, caused the utility to re-
examine its credit policies.

The West Side Mothers, who were orga-
nized by the Detroit Chapter of CORE, num-
ber only 25 or 30. Their family income
ranges from $128 a month for a family of
two to $296 for a family of eight or more.
The mothers’ chief complaint was that the
combined deposits required by the three utili-
ties could drain the family of more than a
month’s income.

Actually, Detroit Edison’s deposit reguire-
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ment was only $20, refundable with inter-
est after two years, and for persons receiv-
ing government aid was sometimes paid by
the Michigan Department of Social Services.
This was not the case for persons receiving
Ald to Dependent Children, however, which
is the type of support received by the West
Side Mothers.

To help the mothers in their fight, CORE
contacted the office of the Urban Law Pro-
gram at the University of Detroit, which
filed a formal complaint before the Michi-
gan Public Service Commission. The ULP,
supported by federal funds, is staffed by law
students who handle civil and criminal cases
for low-income groups.

The PSC, headed by Peter B. Spivak, heard
the complaint, and steered the issue Into
private meetings with each utility. DE rep-
resentatives told Spivak “that the adminis-
tration of policies has led to discrimination
by the failure to evaluate persons on an indi-
vidual basis.” At the meeting, the utility
agreed to discuss the problem with the West
Side Mothers and the Urban Law Project to
see what steps could be taken to alter the
situation.

In less than six months DE had satisfied
the mothers that the utility would return
to a deposit policy based on individual eredit
standing.

By settling the issue informally, DE avoid-
ed what might have been a long legal con-
troversy. DE fought the complaint at the very
outset—even denying its legality. But CORE
was equally determined to have a precedent
set before the PSC.

The Urban Law Project had asked PSC to
“call a hearing to inquire into the deposit
policies of the utilities and generally into
the administration of policies as they effect
those of low income.”

DE's attorneys immediately called for a
dismissal, charging that: Neither the
mothers’ group nor its chairman were cus-
tomers of DE and therefore could not legally
complain; that law students under the Urban
Law Program could not legally represent the
complainants; and that the PSC was power-
less to prohibit the service deposit on the
grounds that it would result in an unconsti-
tutional usurpation of legislative power.”

In December, 1966, a formal hearing was
held on DE's motion to dismiss, but no rul-
ing was handed down, PSC Secretary Knight
D. McKesson was assigned to moderate meet-
ing with the utilities. He said that the mat-
ter never should have been brought before
the PSC on a formal basis,

“There always was an issue. There was no
reason at the time for it to be resolved by
formal hearings. A simple letter to the com-
mission could have lead to a proper investi-
gation.” he said.

Three months after the formal hearings the
mothers group severed relations with the
Urban Law Program. Somewhere there had
been friction. One observer theorizes that
CORE, which had retained ULP, had its eye
on a longer range goal—that of ending eco-
nomic discrimination against an entire mi-
nority. The mothers, however, were simply
pushing for the more immediate goal of ex-
emption from deposits. The mothers com-
plained privately that CORE wasn't passing
word of the meetings back to them, so they
apparently decided that CORE's dominant
role could be minimized if the counsel CORE
chose could be dumped. Once this occurred,
the mothers finally sat down at the table
with the utilities.

With the field reduced to principals, the
list of unresolved issues began to dwindle.
According to McEesson, “When we met with
the women they began to understand why
certain deposits had been put into effect . . .
and the utilities began to understand why
these people should be treated as indi-
viduals . . .”

On July 11, at the last day of talks, DE
announced its policy revision that affected
not only the West Side Mothers but the
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utility’s entire franchise area. Although the
mothers’ victory was complete, CORE's was
not. Settlement had been reached at the
table, not in formal proceedings, so CORE's
desire for legal precedent was never satisfied.

Attempts were never made to establish
what lead to the service deposit problem in
the first place. Spivak left it unresolved by
stating: “It may have been partially the
fault of those with traditionally poor credit,
or partially the fault of utilities . . . or there
may be no fault involved. It may be because
over a period of time something new has
grown up within DEs service area and that
of other utilities.”

DE now lines up with most other utilities
contacted by Electrical World—which either
ask almost all customers for deposits, or base
the deposit on personal credit.

Consolldated Edison, N.Y. for example,
asks for a two-month deposit for all new
customers—unless the applicant has been
employed at least three years with the same
company. Niagara Mohawk, requires a two-
month deposit, but limtis the regquirement
to those lacking good credit ratings.

Commonwealth Edison, Chicago, doesn’t
require a deposit from residential customers
as long as one of four criteria are met: If an
applicants payment record at another ad-
dress within Commonweath Edison's service
area or that of another utility has been satis-
factory; if an applicant has been employed
continuously for two years; if he owns the
residence which is to be served; or if he
has an established credit card. The deposits
range from $156 to 875 and are designed to
cover the normal billing periods.

Until the fall of 1965, Cleveland Electric
INuminating required new csutomers *of
unknown credit risk” to put down 130% of
a given month’s bill, or on the average be-
tween $10 and $25. Tests showed that only
35% of the customers defaulted, so the prac-
tice was changed. As a cost-saving move, inl-
tiated by the utility and not the result of any
pressure by segments of the community, the
policy was changed so that no deposit is
required unless a customer defaults during
his first 12 months of service. Should the
customer default, the utility asks the 130%
deposit, returnable with interest at the end
of a year, after the customer has reestablished
his credit.

Pacific G&E doesn't require its normal
two-month deposit if an applicant either
owns his own home; has been in the same
job over a year; or holds a “reasonable” jobh.
PG&E has some 130 offices and many em-
ployees taking applications, so there are very
broad judgments involved when establishing
what a “reasonable” job is.

If a customer of the Los Angeles Dept. of
Water & Power has either a good-paying rec-
ord, active charge accounts, continuous em-
ployment for one year with an established
firm, or if he is a property-owner, he doesn't
have to pay the $15 deposit. Although the
department has received some complaints
about its policy, when the callers learned
that the policy is citywide—not restricted to
any zone—complaints were dropped. While
neither Congressman Edward R. Roybal, a
Democrat whose constituency is chiefly Mexi-
can-American, nor the East Los Angeles Serv-
ice Center has received complaints, the cen-
ter's director feels the service deposits prob-
ably represent an additional difficulty to
newly-arriving Mexican-American and Negro
families.

Florida Power Corp.’s policy is for everyone
in the service area to pay a flat two-month
deposit, returnable when a customer leaves
the area.

[From Electrical World, Mar. 4, 1968]
LeT’s Nor MAKE THIS SUMMER LONGER AND
HorTER

Summer’s coming and trouble is brewing
over service deposit policies! Never a popu-
lar aspect of utility credit and collection pro-
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cedures, there are growing signs that the
practice of requiring sometimes sizable cash
service deposits in certain areas is about to
become the target of an organized campaign
by minority group organizations, relief recip-
fents, and others. If utility management is
as sincere as It seems in its avowed inten-
tion to make a conscientious contribution to
solving social-environmental problems in
urban ghettos and depressed areas, a good
place to start would be with prompt,
thoughtful, re-evaluation of company service
deposit and cut-off policies.

Today it’s not uncommon to require serv-
ice deposits equivalent to one, two or more
months’ bills throughout ghetto areas with-
out considering who the applicant is or what
credit risk is involved in serving him. This
practice has certain basic flaws. These flaws
have their foundation in discrimination, be-
cause similar deposits are not so universally
required in the so-called high-rent or silk-
stocking districts. Recognition of this basic
flaw in area-based deposit policy is growing
among regulatory and legislative bodies
where it is finding scant support; sometimes
outspoken opposition.

A more enlightened service deposit poliey
is one that takes careful account of individ-
ual credit ratings. Where a particular rating
is questionable, a deposit is required that
may be one or two months’ service bill—de-
pending on the billing period. But this de-
posit, more often than not, is refunded with
interest at the end of a year or so of satis-
factory credit performance. In fact there are
instances where some utilities have won wide
commendation from customers by extending
long-term credit during strikes or sustained
periods of unemployment to customers with
good credit records.

It may be a trulsm, but it is certainly not
trite, to say that the essential ingredient of
any sound service deposit policy today must
be its equitable and indiscriminate applica-
tion to all customers throughout the service
area without regard to the economic charac-
ter of the area. Moreover such policies need
to recognize the credit rating of the individ-
ual over and above the collective credit
reputation of the area in which he lives.

And while we are dealing with the sensi-
tive and unpopular subject of service policles,
let us not fail to recommend the review by
management of company policies governing
disconnection of services for non-pay-
ment . . . with particular reference to the
circumstances and frequency of application
in ghetto areas.

By all indications there's another long hot
summer ahead. It makes no sense at all to
perpetuate policies that will make it longer
and hotter.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Mar. 1,
1968]

Gas RaTEs HUrT Poor, PSC TorLp
(By Stuart Auerbach)

A Shaw area consumers group yesterday
accused the Washington Gas Light Co. of
discriminating against the poor by demand-
ing high deposits and charging unusually
high rates in slum areas.

The complaint was filed with the District’s
Public Service Commission and served on
the gas company. PSC Chairman George A.
Avery sald a hearing may be held after the
gas company files an answer and if the Com-
mission decides the complaint has substance.

The gas company denied the charge. A
spokesman, Jack Raymond, said people with
poor credit must pay deposits no matter
where they live. Credit, he said, is determined
by employment stability, bill-paying habits
and other criteria.

“The gas company is eager to learn the
specifics of the cases referred to in the com-
plaint,” Raymond said. “If there is indeed
evidence that anyone at the gas company
is diseriminating against any group of cus-
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tomers we want to know about it and do
something about it.”

The Consumer Action Committee of the
Urban League's Neighborhood Development
Center detailed its complaints during a press
conference at its headquarters, 1009 New
Jersey ave. nw.

One woman, Jennie Lee Dozier, said the
gas company demanded a $135 deposit when
she lived at 66 K st. nw. and used gas for
cooking and heating. When she moved seven
months ago to 57 K st. nw., she asked for
some of her deposit back since she used gas
only for cooking.

The gas company refused, she said, even
though she does not owe it any money.

Raymond, the gas compainy spokesman,
promised to look into the case. He acknowl-
edged that the $135 deposit was unusually
high.,

The formal complaint cites a four-month
survey conducted in the Shaw area last fall.
Of the 209 persons questioned, 21 per cent
sald they had to pay more than $25 in
deposits. One deposit was as high as $150, the
complaint said.

Raymond sald that amount is “ridiculous-
1y high. “It's obviously an error'—either by
the gas company or the consumer group, he
sald.

The consumer group survey showed the
belief that gas bills were too high. “A bill of
$80 for one winter month for a two-bedroom
unit was not uncommon,” the complaint
sald.

Marian Anderson, 21, a mother of three
children, sald the gas was turned off after
she could not afford to pay a $96.41 bill for
January and February. She sald the company
refused to let her pay part of the bill now
and make up the difference in the summer,
when she does not need gas for heat.

She said she had been living with the
limited warmth of an electric heater and
cooks on a hot plate.

The complaint, prepared by Neighborhood
Legal Services attorneys Paul F. Cohen and
Susan Freeman Shapiro, requests an investi-
gation to see if the gas company policy dis-
criminates against the poor. It also asks that
deposits be abolished and the PSC see how
the deposits are used by the gas company.

SENATOR ERNEST GRUENING HON-
ORED BY MARGARET SANGER
AWARD IN PUBLIC SERVICE

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, earlier
this month in Cincinnati, Ohio, our
friend and colleague from Alaska [Mr.
GruUENING] received the Margaret Sanger
Award in Public Service for his work to
make family planning information
available upon request at home and
overseas. He pioneered in introducing in
1965 the first legislation, S. 1676, which
would authorize the Federal Govern-
ment to coordinate and disseminate—
on request—information on birth con-
trol. I am proud to be a cosponsor of
that bill.

The in-depth hearings that Senator
is holding on the population crisis and
S. 1676 have opened wide the popula-
tion dialog, and they may be credited
with helping establish a greater na-
tional consensus on family planning and
responsible parenthood as well as giv-
ing some long overdue direction and co-
ordination to Federal Government fam-
ily planning programs. The hearings to
date constitute the most complete com-
pendium on population crisis ever made
available. They are indexed. The Pop-
ulation Reference Bureau has called
them Population Baedeker, a proper
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comparison with the most informative
travel books ever published.

The citation accompanying the Mar-
garet Sanger Award in Public Service
says the hearings “already have been
instrumental in achieving a substantial
expansion of foreign aid in this field,”
and “have also assisted in vividly illu-
minating the unmet needs for family
planning in the United States.”

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN-
iNG] is the first Member of Congress to
receive the Margaret Sanger Award.

First established in 1966, the Margaret
Sanger Award was given that year to
President Lyndon Baines Johnson for
world leadership; to the Reverend Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr., for leadership in
human rights; to Dr. Carl G. Hartman
for his contribution in medicine; and to
Gen. William H. Draper, Jr., for public
service. Last year the Margaret Sanger
Awards Committee decided to make only
one award annually. The 1967 recipient
was John D. Rockefeller 3d.

We live in times which present un-
dreamed of challenges. Perhaps the
biggest is the worldwide population ex-
plosion and what it is doing to the qual-
ity of man’s life on earth. I believe we
can solve it, and I know that we are
closer to solving our population crisis
because of the sincere efforts being made
toward finding acceptable solutions by
men such as ERNEST GRUENING.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the Margaret
Sanger Award in Public Service to
ErRNEST GRUENING be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the award was ordered to be printed in
the Recorb, as follows:

THE MARGARET SANGER AWARD IN PUBLIC
SERVICE To ERNEST GRUENING

This award is presented to Ernest Gruening
for his outstanding public service to the
cause of family planning for over half a
century.

Throughout his career, as a distingulshed
Jjournalist, public official and member of the
Senate from the State of Alaska, he has been
in the vanguard of efforts to bring into being
a responsible, effective population policy by
the United States Government at home and
throughout the world.

Senator Gruening met Margaret Sanger in
the early days of the birth control movement
and became a ploneering advocate of her
work. He was a sponsor of the First American
Birth Control Conference, and a member of
the National Council of the American Birth
Control League.

‘While in Federal service, as Director of
Territories and Island Possessions, he led the
first successful efforts to establish publicly
sponsored birth control clinies in Puerto
Rico and other areas.

In this decade, as Chairman of the Gov-
ernment Operations Subcommittee on For-
elgn Ald Expenditures of the United States
Senate, he has exhibited rare foresight and
leadership in focusing public attention on
the responsibilities of the United States and
its government with regard to global needs
for voluntary fertility control.

The hearings he conducted have yielded
the most complete body of documentation in
behalf of family planning ever assembled,
and already have been instrumental in
achieving a substantial expansion of foreign
aid in this fleld. They have also assisted in
vividly i{lluminating the unmet needs for
family planning in the United States, and
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have led to the expansion of both public
and private programs to meet these needs.

From the beginning, Senator Gruening has
strongly emphasized that voluntarism must
be an essential element of government pop-
ulation policy. His advocacy of freedom of
choice in family planning for all the world’'s
people refiects the highest tradition of Amer-
ican democracy.

For his courage, his vision, his warmth
and personal dedication, for his extraordi-
nary public service, this Award is presented.

GEORGE N. LINDSAY,
Chairman.

Aranw F. GUTTMACHER,
President.

DOWN WIND AND ACROSS THE
COULEE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a few
weeks ago I brought to the attention of
the Congress a matter of real concern
which has become a heated controversy
involving some of the citizens of Wyo-
ming, The problem arises over the fate
of the wild horse herd in the Pryor
Mountain area of Wyoming and Mon-
tana. This herd constitutes one of the
last remaining vestiges of the wild
mustang—our 20th century tie with the
Old West.

These horses are in danger of losing
their homes, even their lives, as a result
of the Bureau of Land Management's
efforts to “preserve our natural re-
sources.”

In an effort to shed some additional
light on this controversy, the Bureau of
Land Management recently held a hear-
ing in Powell, Wyo., conducted by two
Bureau of Land Management area man-
agers: Dean Bibles, of the Billings office,
and Rex Colton, of Worland. The pur-
pose of the hearing was to explain the
wild horse situation and to offer alter-
natives as possible solutions to the ques-
tion.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “Down Wind and Across the
Coulee,” written by Wayne R. Breitweiser,
and published in the Powell Tribune of
April 30, 1968. The Tribune is a semi-
weekly newspaper serving this area. The
article describes the meeting and the
alternatives presented by the area man-
agers.

These articles add to the material I
submitted on this question on April 26,
1968, which appeared on pages 10810-
10815 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Further, I ask unanimous consent to
ineclude in the Recorp following my re-
marks, an article, “The Last Roundup,”
published in the May 13, 1968, issue of
Newsweek, and an editorial published in
the Casper Star-Tribune, which com-
ments on the Newsweek article.

If we read at face value the Newsweek
article and the Casper Star editorial, I
fear that this controversy is escalating
and that the parties are drawing farther
apart rather than closer in their areas
of mutual understanding. I am extremely
hopeful that the Bureau of Land Man-
agement will make an immediate effort
to put to rest the change that has been
imputed to them and will address them-
selves as factually as they can to the
independent evidence that has been pre-
sented regarding the condition of the
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rangeland in the Pryor Mountain area
along the Wyoming-Montana border.
There being no objection, the items

were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,.

as follows:
[From the Powell Tribune, Apr. 30, 1968]
Down WIND AND AcroSS THE COULEE
(By Wayne R. Breitweiser)

Over 90 people interested in the “wild
horse"” herd and erosion in the Pryor Moun-
tains were present at Trapper Auditorium
last Thursday evening to see slides and take
part in a question-answer period conducted
by two Bureau of Land t area
managers, Dean Bibles of the Billings office
and Rex Colton of Worland.

Bibles presented most of the show and held
attention of the crowd by answering their
questions thoroughly.

Lovell was well represented by its Chamber
of Commerce officials.

Bibles sald he and the BLM are in favor of
horses in the area, but only if the herd is re-
duced consistent with proper management of
the watershed and wildlife habitat.

Some people in attendance, evident by their
questions, seemingly couldn’'t understand
what a large horse herd has to do with proper
care of the soll and vegetation of the area.

According to figures presented, the poor
condition the wildlife habitat is in at the
present time, one horse would need 400 acres
to feed for one year. The horse herd is esti-
mated at 200 now, so 80,000 acres are needed.
Something has to give way as there are only
22,815 total acres in the area.

The 400 acres per horse per year may seem
tremendous, but when you consider that
rocky terrain and forest, absent of forage,
takes much of that total, it isn’t hard to
figure. And too, on the slopes and valleys
where the land is fairly smooth, piectures
showed practically no vegetation, which is
caused by over-feeding.

The disputed area is that on the southern
slopes of East Pryor Mountain from Crooked
Creek east to the East Pryor Ridge. In this
area, BLM controls 11,000 acres in Montana
and 2,000 iIn Wyoming; there Is a national
park area just over 500 acres; and over 9,000
acres in a wildlife area.

Bibles, who recently was appointed chief

of the Billings area BLM office, presented
three alternatives, which he hopes the peo-
ple, who actually own the land, will choose
one and send it to the Billings office. They
are:
(1) management for maximum horse use
consistent with proper management of water-
shed; (2) management of watershed, wild-
life habitat, and horses consistent with all
uses; (3) removal of all horses, closure of
area to horse use, and management of wild-
life habitat and watershed.

This would mean:

(1) Reduce horse herd to 30-35 select ani-
mals, horses would have priority over wild-
life, reducing hunting, introduction of big-
horn sheep would not be permitted.

(2) Reduce horse herd to 10-15 select ani-
mals with potential of 30 which would be
maintained until such time native grasses
recover and watershed is stabilized. Wildlife
would also be maintained.

(8) Corral all horses, return branded or
claimed horses to rightful owners, sell re-
mainder at auction. Following removal big
game habitat would be managed to maintain
present deer numbers and introduce bighorn
sheep herd, population to be controlled
through sport hunting.

When asked what the fourth alternative is,
Bibles retorted, in about these words, “let the
horses multiply until they all die of star-
vation."”

The Lovell group came armed with their
own “facts about the wild horse situation
near Lovell, Wyo.” They indicate a willing-
ness to cooperate with BLM in cutting the
herd in half; they favor introduction of big-
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horn sheep to the area; but they feel *con=-
tinuity in the BLM's tive program
1s one of the problems. We were promised an
adequate horse herd by the previous admin-
istration and asked to assist in over-all devel-
opment of the area.”

The Lovell facts continue “we are concerned
about the historical aspect of this herd! As
such it would make a worthwhile contribu-
tion to the viewing public and enhance the
economy of the entire area. Construction of
the proposed roads will make this area
accessible to all adjoining towns. This area
is on the main tourist route to Yellowstone
Park and therefore could easily be viewed. . .”

Bibles consented that some of the horses
in the Pryors show signs of descendant to
the Spanish Mustang, the only recognized
wild horse, but many are branded and most
are stray horses from ranches in the area.

If the past administration at the Billings
BLM office had maintained the horse herd,
probably all the controversy wouldn't now be
taking place; and if roads are built all over
the area—how can the herd remain sup-
posedly “wild”? As for being on the main
Yellowstone Highway, it is nearly 20 miles off
the highway, unless the herd is finally con-
tained within the Big Horn National Recrea-
tion Area.

When someone asked Bibles, ““what will the
tourist see if the herd is reduced?” he an-
swered that as a BLM and public employee,
it is his duty to see that the land is rehabili-
tated first; horses can come after that!

Bibles asked his listeners to pick up one
of the three alternatives and mail to him
before next June 14, Send to: District
Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 3021
Sixth Avenue N., Billings, Mont. 59101.

[From Newsweek, May 13, 1968]
THE LasT ROUNDUPR?

The closest most dudes ever get to a wild
horse or “mustang” is when the “Late Show"
reruns “The Misfits,” Arthur Miller's 1961
film, co-starring Clark Gable and Marilyn
Monroe, exposed the operations of the mus-
tangers—itinerant wranglers who ran down
the wild steeds with jeeps and airplanes, then
packed them off to dog-food canneries at 4
cents a pound. Miller, in fact, was employing
dramatic license; Federal legislation had out-
lawed such horse-corralling technigques two
years earlier.

Nonetheless, the fabled mustang remains as
much in danger of losing his home on the
range as the bison and bighorn sheep. In-
breeding, encroaching civilization and a
scarcity of grazing forage have trimmed the
numbers of the spirited little beasts—some
direct descendants of horses imported to the
New World by the Spanish conguistadores—
from 3.5 million in the 1870s to fewer than
18,000 today.

A classic chapter in the struggle is now un-
folding among the sagebrush-tufted buttes
of the Pryor Mountains on the Montana-Wy-
oming border, the desolate country of Custer's
Last Stand. Some 200 graceful mustangs roam
22,815 acres of Federal grazing land in bands
of six or elght, each composed of a proud,
watchful stallion, and his harem. During the
past decade, the herd has served as a color-
ful if elusive tourist attraction, But now the
Bureau of Land Management, the powerful
government agency that oversees such Fed-
eral acreage, is threatening to sell horses to
dealers who, in turn, would reduce them to
horsemeat.

The BLM claims that the mustangs are de-
foliating the range at a rate ruinous enough
to threaten the survival of young mule deer.
“Qvergrazing,” says BLM official Dean Bibles,
“has had a disastrous effect on the land re-
sources.” Accordingly, the agency has pro-
posed three courses of action; reduce the
herd to 30 selected animals and maintain
that number until the watershed stabilizes;
reduce the herd to fifteen animals until the
natural grasses recover, then let it grow to
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30; or corral all the horses and auction them
off.

REMOVEST

To the concerned cltizens of Lovell, Wyo.,
the tiny community (population: 2,700) that
borders the BLM range, these choices simply
translate into “remove, remover, removest.”
“No one disagrees that the land is over-
grazed,” allowed 51-year-old Royce Tillett, a
lanky rancher who has championed the mus-
tangs' cause. “But we want a herd large
enough—say at least 100 horses—so they
won't inbreed and spoil the mustang blood.”

The shoot-out has grown increasingly bit-
ter. The BLM has implied that the Lovellites
are more interested in tourism and publicity
than the fate of the land; mustang preserva-
tionists on the other hand, have labeled the
BLM “armchair naturalists” and ‘“horse
haters.” Recently, the government agency re-
ceived a pack of protest letters from a group
of Lovell fifth-graders, one of which began
“Dear Horse Thievers .. .” Says a BLM
spokesman with a rueful shrug: “We're the
guys in the long mustaches and black ha

The inevitable losers are the mustangs,
creatures so wild they will die of thirst rather
than approach a water hole if a man is pres-
ent. As the controversy now stands, the BLM
is adamantly sticking to its guns and has set
June 14 as the day of final decision, An auec-
tion of some scope seems assured—and a few
Lovellites have declded toc make the best of
it. Andy Gifford, a local rancher, admits he
intends to bid on the horses for resale to dog-
food packers, “I don't want to see it,"” he says.
“But that's what I'll do—and there are four
or five other horse dealers around here just
waiting to do the same.”

[From the Casper Star-Tribune, May 11, 1968]

THE STAR-TRIBUNE THINKS: WILD HORSE
DISPUTE

“The BLM has impilied that the Lovellites
are more interested in tourism and publicity
than the fate of the land.”

So states a quote in an article on the wild
horse controversy appearing in the May 13
issue of Newsweek Magazine.

Such a statement is sure to rankle the peo-
ple of Lovell, as well as all westerners and
indeed, all horse lovers, who seek to preserve
this little pocket of rangeland in the Pryor
Mountains along the Wyoming-Montana
border as a home for the vanishing mustang.

The BLM position, If quoted accurately,
belittles the sincere effort of many people to
preserve this heritage of the West.

The Bureau of Land Management, which
plans to trap the horses on June 14, and
eliminate all but about 30, has turned to
the time-honored cliche of “soll erosion"™ to
counter the clamor of the “horse lovers”.

How many people, tourists and otherwise,
would see 30 horses on a range of 30,000 to
40,000 acres?

A professional range management consult-
ant has surveyed the area and estimates it
can support about 100 wild horses, without
damage to the range, This is less than two
nags per section. He once worked for BLM,
too

In a region of six to seven inches of annual
precipitation, there will be soil erosion—
unless the BLM or some other agency can
come up with a reliable rain maker,

Such limited rainfall cannot support a
cover of grass and sod. When it does rain, it
rains hard. And without grass or roots to
hold the soil, there will he gully erosion. The
sediments will wash down the gullies and
spread out on the deltas and benches, form-
ing new ground. That is how the country
was made, and is still being made.

The BLM cannot plant any grasses or
forage in such an area to protect the soil,
whether or not the horses are around.

Only the native plants such as salt sage,
brown sage, rabbit brush and some sparse
grass in the bottom of the draws can survive.

This natural feed has been sufficient to
support the wild horses in the area since
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the early 1800s, along with some deer and
cottontail rabbits.

The ranchers in the area do not consider
it good cattle or sheep range, since there
are few watering places.

Easterners and many other “conservation-
ists” have little conception of this type of
range. To say that the soil is being eroded
is llke waving a red flag, which the BLM
probably knows quite well. But geologists,
for instance, can understand that erosion is
a continuing process that tears down some
land and builds up other, and it doesn't end
because Man may think he can control all
of the forces of nature.

We belleve the soil erosion argument in
this case is a slap against the people of the
Big Horn Basin who are interested first in
preserving the wild mustang and only inci-
dentally in the influx of tourist dollars.
There are enough other attractions in the
new recreation area to bring In hordes of
tourists.

INDIANA CITIZENS URGE RATIFICA-
TION OF CONVENTIONS IN HUMAN
RIGHTS YEAR

Mr, HARTEKE. Mr. President, a group
of some 30 citizens of the South Bend,
Ind., area recently addressed an appeal
to the chairman and members of the
Foreign Relations Committee in connec-
tion with the observance of 1968 as the
International Year for Human Rights.
They commended the committee and the
Senate for acting on the Convention on
the Abolition of Slavery and appealed
for action on four other conventions now
pending before the committee. They are
the conventions dealing with genocide,
freedom of association and organization,
political rights of women, and abolition
of forced labor.

To many citizens, and I think rightly
so, it is a mystery why a nation having
the long history of practice of such rights
remains unwilling to go on record inter-
nationally in their support. But it is rare
in my experience to receive a plea for
action on such issues from a group of
concerned citizens as these, who sent
me a copy of their statement. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
appeal and the names of the signers be
printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Senate
Foreign Relatlons Committee, Gentlemen:
The undersigned citizens of St. Joseph Coun-
ty in the State of Indiana wish to commend
the action of your Committee, and of the
Senate as a whole, In unanimously ratifying
the United Natlons Supplementary Conven-
tion on the Abolition of Slavery in Novem-
ber of 1967.

‘We note that in ratifying the Charter of
the United Nations, this country pledged it-
self to take action to achieve *“universal
respect for, and observance of, human rights
and fundamental freedoms for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language, or re-
ligion.”

In keeping with our pledge and in this
year of 1968, “International Year for Human
Rights"”, we urge the Senate of the United
States to ratify the following conventions
presently pending.

1. Convention on prevention and punish-
ment of the crime of genocide.

2. Convention concerning freedom of as-
sociation and the right to organize.

3. Convention on political rights of women.

4. Convention concerning abolition of
forced labor,

We note with dismay that the record of
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the United States in endorsing the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights has not
been good, despite the fact that these prin-
ciples spring from our most basic national
traditions and are found in our own Bill of
Rights.

By ratifylng the pending conventions the
United States can set an example for emerg-
ing nations and exert a position of moral
leadership for the entire world. Moreover, we
believe that a world permanently at peace
will be achieved only when these basic rights
are guaranteed and practiced by all of the
United Nations and all of the citizens of the
world.

Sincerely,

Fern M. Barnett, Rev. Philip S. Moore,
C.8.C., Mr. Margaret Kertesz, Lols T.
Clark, Mrs. Vernon S. Sutton, Stefan
I. Nutsz, Irene D, G. Millars, Mrs, Helen
E. Spears, Herman L. Carrington, Mrs.
Everett Overmyer, Richard H. Reis-
wehl, Miss Helen O. Weber, Mrs. Zole
O, Smith, Mrs. Alvin Thomas, Marle
D. Kleinkoff, Hugh P. Warren, Mrs,
Ruth L. Rehm, Mrs. Jem Bennitt, Mrs.
Sherman L. Egden, Barbara Sylvester,
Roy M. Wilcox, Mary A. Wilcox,
Josephine M. Curtis, Mrs. Marion L.
Hopkins, Mary Geraldine Hatt, Noel
H. Yarger, George C. Beamerop, Joan
Meyers, Marion L. Hopkins, James R.
Meyers, Velma Kekko,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I remind Senators that a vote will
occur on the perfecting amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Kennepy] tomorrow morning at
9:30.

RECESS UNTIL 9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the order of May 14, 1968,
that the Senate stand in recess until 9
a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to: and (at 5
o’clock and 15 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate recessed until tomorrow, Thursday,
May 16, 1968, at 9 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 15 (legislative day of May
14),1968:

INn THE AR FORCE

The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Air Force, under the
appropriate provisions of chapter 835, title 10,
United States Code, as amended. All officers
are subject to physical examination required
by law:

Major to lieutenant colonel
LINE OF THE AIR FORCE

Abersold, Edward G., 38710,

Ackerman, Donald G., 38706.

Adams, Donald F., 40429.

Adams, Gerald M., 30226,
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Adams, Robert L., 17928.
Adams, Theodore R., 38543.
Adams, William, 39029,
Adams, William F., 38021.
Addy, Noel D., 40025.

Ahner, Lyle L., 17960.

Aird, William W., 38069.
Akerland, Gustav J., 38682,
Albright, Donald J., 40023.
Alderman, James D., 21526.
Alexander, Martin E., 30093.
Alexander, Richard L., 40378.
Alexander, William, 39404.
Allen, Guy T., 38319.

Allen, Harry G., Jr., 40132,
Allen, James R., 1T789.
Allen, Ledewey E., Jr., 22742.
Allen, Milton E., 39392.
Alley, Max P, 39704.

Allison, Russell R., 39807.
Almond, Julius H., Jr., 40378.
Alston, Maurice E., Sr., 40020.
Alvarado, Ricardo R., 26678.
Amador, Earl M., 17944,
Amerman, Roy W., 386566.
Amery, Robert S., 48827.
Anderson, Andrew B,, Jr., 17791.
Anderson, Carl A., 17747,
Anderson, James W., 39960.
Anderson, John P., 40205.
Anderson, Marvin J., 39250.
Anderson, Mont R., 38729.
Anderson, William A., 40418.
Andrew, Hugh 8., 23877.
Andrews, Melvin H., 52555.
Angenendt, Harry E., 38594,
Anken, Ross J., 38199.
Annis, Edwin C., 40087.
Anspach, Robert J., 30688.
Antonietti, Bruno J., 38691.
Apple, John J,, 40289.
Armen, Leslie H,, 52466.
Armstrong, Clement H., 38947.
Armstrong, James E. Jr., 25782,
Arnett, Harry L., Jr., 40027,
Arnold, Franklin B., 39257.
Arnold, Robert C., 39167.
Asbury, Richard W., 30196.
Ashbridge, George A., 39302.
Ashland, Maurice I., 37856.
Aslett, Worthing, 40091.
Atkins, Edwin L., 39127.
Atkinson, Marion H., 40487.
Ausburn, Franklin E., 17939.
Avis, Robert F., 38548.
Axmacher, Harold G., Jr., 39708.
Aylsworth, Clark, 39391.
Babler, Leon H., 39355.
Baden, Vernon E., 39693.
Baird, Jacob C., 22736.
Baker, Elmer W., Jr. 40056.
Baker, John H,, Jr., 30582.
Baker, Walter H., Jr,, 38684.
Baker, William F., 38897.
Baker, William J., Jr., 39428,
Balazik, Joseph C., 39994,
Baldwin, James E. 25806.
Baldwin, Richard F., 38907.
Balega, John L., 24396.

Ball, John C., 22783.

Ballweg, James E,, 38316.

* Balser, William D., 39928.
Baltrusaitis, William, J., 38879.
Balzano, Daniel N., 39540.
Banks, Ernest S., 39846.
Barber, Alden F., 39150.
Barber, Kenneth H., 17845.
Bare, Merle M., 40871,
Barker, Frank H., 38085.
Barker, Frederick N., 60041.
Barkwill, James W., 22785.
Barnard, Martin J. 17956.
Barnetl, James G., 38488.
Barondes, Arthur D, 17774,
Barr, Harold E,, 30696,
Barreti, Donald E., 38937.
Barrett, Lewis R., Jr., 837340.
Barrow, James F.,, 40108.
Barsum, George K., Jr., 30980,
Barta, John J., 39466.
Bartley, George 8., 3TT65.
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Barton, Hugh H,, 37612.
Bassett, Earl F., 64462,
Bateman, William N., 38844,
Bates, Mary E., 39851.
Batey, Thomas D., 52616.
Baugh, Willlam, 39065.
Baughn, Richard M., 256705.

Baumgardner, Thor P., 40153.

Bavuso, Joseph K., 52488,
Beach, William J., 39780.
Beatty, Charles R., 39795.

Beauregard, Edward C., 39463,

Beaver, George W., 30063.
Becher, Donald F., 38945.
Beck, Harold, 38015.
Beckner, Alfred A., Jr., 38875.
Bedford, Ernest D., 54926.
Bednorz, Everist L., 39690,
Beers, Milton E., 40043.
Behrens, Rae A., 37503.
Bekius, Joseph E., 27699.
Bellamy, William R., 38661.
Bemiss, Robert E., 39396.
Benedict, Warren V., 30223.
Bennett, Benjamin E., 39340.
Bennett, Ernest J., 39640.
Benson, Bradford L., 40897,
Benson, Hollis A., 40326.
Benson, Jack R., 22825.
Benwell, Tommy, 39965.
Bergman, Lloyd H., 38835.
Bergwin, Clyde R., 38793.
Berkenpas, Nephi, 40017.
Bernard, Duane R., 256615.
Bernsen, James M., 64491.
Berrier, Raymond S., 64528,
Berry, Jack W., 39492,
Berry, Richard P., 17840.
Berthold, Oscar A., 30174,
Bertoia, Arthur R., 39080.
Bertoni, Waldo E., 17780.
Best, Warren E., 40055.
Bettis, Willlam E., 40024.
Beville, Jacob E., 38588,
Bianco, Frank J., Jr., 37T755.
Bibb, Harry L., 39052,
Biddle, Fred D., 38721.
Bier, Samuel, 39535.
Bigelow, Ralph J., 37485.
Bigelow, Robert O., 39927.

Billings, Gilbert M., Jr., 52579.

Bird, Claude M., 38651.
Bisher, Harry E., 38926.
Bishop, Charles W., 39616.
Bishop, Tedd L., 17951.
Black, Donald C., Jr., 38824,
Black, Harlan K., 38502.
Black, Paul A., 38805.
Blackburn, Denny R., 40182.
Blackman, Robert D., 54928.
Blades, Joseph P., 30429,
Blaine, Jay M., Jr., 399286,
Blakeney, Lewis R., 38477.
Bland, Kenneth R., 22818.
Blank, George W., 39203.
Blecharczyk, Tadeusz, 39824,
Blenis, Ronald D., 52588.
Blickenstaff, Robert, 30375.
Bloodgood, Donal D., 17863.
Blum, Edward H., Jr., 37415.
Blythe, John J., 37788.
Bobbett, Robert L., 38091,
Bogan, Thomas R., 39565.
Bogie, David B., 26522.
Bogusg, Leonard E., 37894,
Bohnhoff, Wilbur C., 39368.
Bolton, Charles F., 40081.
Bolton, Howard F., 39724.
Bolton, James C., 26449.
Bond, Joseph C., 38076.
Booher, John W, 38896.
Borden, Robert E., 40433.
Borsarl, Evo E., 39823.
Bortness, Lawrence E., 40420.
Bosch, Frank L., 40853.
Botzong, Wilbur B., 39871.
Bounds, Malcolm S., 38551.
Bowen, Roy M., 38707.
Bower, Archie F., Jr., 39883,
Bowers, John H,, 39353,
Bowman, John H., 39417.

Bowser, Kenneth D., 390622,
Boyd, Stanley M., 38524,
Boyd, Willlam C., 28819.
Boyden, Clair H., 39561.
Bozeman, John W., Jr., 39641.
Brackney, Paul J., 39337.
Braddock, James E., 24849,
Bradshaw, Robert D., 40448,
Brandes, Harry E., 38895.
Brandon, Durward, 39716.
Brandt, Robert L., 39509.
Braswell, Arnold W., 17745.
Bratton, Keith D., 39638.
Brauckman, Alvin J., 398083.
Braun, Louis D., Jr., 40506.
Brenholtz, George E., Jr., 39348.
Bressler, Ray B., Jr., 17891.
Brett, Robert A., 40322,
Brewer, Zane G, 39511.
Brewington, Russell D., 23852,
Briggs, Josephus A., Jr., 38963.
Bright, Charles D., 23888.
Brill, Jay R., 17767.

Brinson, Elmo, 38600.
Brinson, Pat D., 17887.

Brion, Leonard L., 52615.
Britton, Charles L., 39834,
Britton, Raymond P., 38858.
Britton, Robert B., 40189.
Broadway, Roy D., 39969,
Brock, Woodrow W., 39038.
Brodersen, Robert E., 28416.
Brooks, Harold C., 39882.
Brooks, Willlam L., 38186.
Brotbeck, Charles B., 38839,
Brown, Calvin W., 49303.
Brown, David A., 39837.
Brown, Edward L., 88565.
Brown, Gerald S., 38627,
Brown, Harry F., 39685.
Brown, James F., 39215.
Brown, James M., 39956.
Brown, John R. Q., 39482,
Brown, Ralph W., 39618,
Brown, Robert D., 40143.
Browning, James H., 39907.
Brudzinski, Walter M., 39333.
Brunetti, Anthony W., 25528.
Bryant, Norman, 38938.
Buchanan, Robert S., 18202,
Buckley, Paul J., 39633.
Buechler, Theodore B., 17833.
Bugg, Radul, 39500.

Bunch, Melvin E., 38669.
Bundick, Paul S., 40110.
Burcham, Loyd C., 39832,
Burdette, James M., Jr., 17930.
Burgess, Benjamin F., 39884.
Burkhart, John W., 38493,
Burkholder, Richard W., 17883.
Burlingame, Colin R., 40327.
Burman, John R., 39045.
Burnstad, Basil B., 39514.
Burris, Rupert H,, 40328.
Burrows, William C., 17758.
Burt, Robert L., 38683.
Burton, Billy B., 56542.
Burton, John C., 393083.
Butler, Blaine R., Jr., 17803,
Butler, Heber M., 40503,
Butler, Robert K., 64508,
Buttermore, Franklin T., 39010,
Butterworth, Edgar E., 39691.
Buttery, Thomas W., 39843.
Butz, Roy E., 38373.

Buzbee, Jack A., 52596.
Byers, Herbert L., 30981.
Cafarella, Joseph R., 38572.
Cahill, Jack A., 64535.
Cahill, Lawrence J., 38527.
Calhoun, Atticus A., 24271.
Callahan, Daniel H., 39224.
Cameron, Joseph E., 39568.
Campbell, Claude P., 38890.
Campbell, Richard J., 39214,
Campbell, Robert H., 38992.
Campbell, Willlam F., 39252,
Campbell, William T., Jr., 39726.
Canady, Thomas H. Jr., 39113.
Canfield, John O., 24415,
Cannon, James W,, Jr., 40071,
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Caporale, Michael R., Jr., 71884,
Capraro, Thomas C., 39186.
Carberry, James E,, Jr., 39216.
Cardwell, Jack E., 39488.
Carey, John H., 56042,

Carey, Richard J., 38614.
Carglll, Harrls B., 88629,
Carleton, Myron L., 39050.
Carlomagno, Armand M., 23769.
Carlson, Carl R., 30645.
Carney, Gilbert J., 36121.
Carroll, Arthur B., 38989.
Carter, George M., 38983.
Carter, Graham M., 64408,
Carter, Leo, 39617.

Case, Richmond B., 38371,
Cattron Ward J., 38558.
Caulfield, Thomas J., 40376.
Cavalli, Ralph L., 64484.
Caviness, Jamie N,, 39227.
Cerrone, Warren E., 38857.
Cesaris, Joseph M., 38801,
Chady, Wincell R., 39672.
Chamberlain, Jame S., 38732.

Chamberlin, Lloyd W., Jr., 38248,

Champlin, Fredric F., 38638.
Chanatry, Fred I., 17788.
Chandler, John L., 38571,
Chapin, Robert L., 39439.
Chapman, Charles V., Jr., 30266.
Chappelle, Ernest C., Jr., 40221.
Charles, Harry G., Jr., 48831,
Chenot, Richard P., 39904.
Christian, James W., 40228,
Christianson, William C., 39882,
Chrones, Thomas A., 30004.
Chrzasiek, Myron J., 39430.
Church, James F., 38528.
Cimino, Anthony P,, 40667.
Clark, Joseph L., 40262,
Clark, Fenneth A., 40311.
Clark, Loren D., 39342

Clark, Raymond S., 40040.
Clark, Robert L., III, 25623.
Clark, Roy T., Jr., 24504,
Clark, Willlam G., 38579.
Clark, William T., 39¢61.
Clarkson, Paymond E., 39948,
Claypoole, Gordon, 39162.
Clayville, Howard G., 39481,
Clegg, John E., 39318.
Cleveland, Howard R., 38700.
Cline, William J., 40162.
Clinger, Bordean W., 23878.
Cloud, Lester A., Jr., 39852.
Cockley, John R., 64481.
Coffey, John B., 39471.
Coffman, Roy W., 64428,

Cole, Courtland T., 38492.
Cole, John 8., Jr., 37763.
Coleman, Eermit, 52637.
Coleman, Willlam D., 25804.
Coleman, Willlam R., 39797.
Colip, Robert C., 52598.
Collette, William E., 40127,
Collier, James L., 39743.
Collins, Charles A., 39996,
Collins, William F., 38602.
Comeanu, Ulysse A., 38788.
Compton, Milton 8., Jr., 38574,
Cone, Charles L., Jr., 40177.
Conlee, Gall D., 39083.
Conley, Douglas C., 40879.
Connelly, Hubert A., 30872.
Connolly, Thomas J., 48820.
Conover, James E., 38653.
Conrad, Charles M., 38872.
Conway, James T., 40830.
Cook, Emmerson C., 39525,
Cook, Norman W., 39413,
Cooke, Morris H., 38562,
Cooksey, George D., Jr., 22829,
Cooper, Leo L., 30098.
Cooper, Stanley, 30756.
Coover, Jean L., 24721,

Corey, Alexander E., 39149,
Corken, Jack C., 30604,
Cornett, Edgar L., 52365.
Corvey, Russell G., 39911.
Costello, Elmer P., 39556,
Costenbader, Henry L., 39880.
Courlas, John G., 23803.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 13393

Courndyer, Richard L., 64512,
Coward, Roderick W., 22842,
Cowglll, John D., 17860.
Crane, Charles L., 39723.
Cranford, Gordon E., 52590.
Crecelius, Charles E., 40269.
Crevonis, Edward B., 40241.
Crites, Frank W., Jr., 40325.
Crockett, Tom A., Jr., 39322,
Croker, Charles J., 39398.
Crosnicker, Mervyn T., 38632.
Cross, Earle G., Jr., 40058.
Cross, James U, 24719,

Crow, Earl 8., Jr., 40112,
Crown, John L., 52622.
Crumley, James R., 38376.
Crutchlow, Russell F., 52562.
Culberison, Richard N., 39752.
Cullom, Robert F., 38809.

Cunningham, Willlam A., 38294,

Cuno, Francis T., 39179.
Cuny, Roy A., 40331.

Currie, James B., 26447.
Curry, Clarence G., Jr., 39431,
Dabrowski, Edmond J., 39235.
Dahl, Raymond H., 30676.
Dallas, Harry G., 39612.
Dana, Richard E., 52620.
Daniel, John I, ITI, 17923.
Daniels, Lloyd E., 40251.
Darling, Willlam R., 64537.
Davidson, Harold E., 39484,
Davles, Bill M., 39606.

Davis, Blair J., 39995.

Davis, Carl F., 39189.

Davis, Dougall, M., 38507.
Davis, Frank H., 39675.
Davis, Glen E., 88789.

Davis, Harold N., 40332,
Davis, Norman E., Jr., 52557.
Davis, Robert C., 17855.
Davls, Robert J., 38125,
Davls, Robert M., 39365.
Davis, Thomas P., Jr., 64530,
Davis, Wayne E., 52566.
Davison, Clark E., 39523.
Davison, Henry O., 39534.
Davison, Peter H., 23848.
Dawson, Leland W., 39078.
Dearth, Ray A., 52635.

Deas, John, 22768.
Decastro, Willlam R., 38693.
Decima, Eleo, 23896.
Dedecker, Charles C., 27675.
Defelice, Louis F,, 38919.
Deffendall, Bryce D., 39572.
DeGaugh, Roy A., 39123.
DeGraaf, Henry, 38513.
Delaune, Harvey P., 48828,
DeLuca, Harold J., 38899,
Dendle, Willlam H., Jr., 40077.
Denkler, Edward G., Jr., 38871,
Dennis, Robert, 23901.
Densford, Howard W., 39657,
Deptula, Alfred R., 40152,
Depyssler, Steven L., 40194,
DeRose, Roy L., 38608.
Derrington, Willlam H., 40161.
Desipin, Thomas J., 38794,
Devlin, John J., Jr., 25781.
Deyo, James E., 39101.
Dickerson, Aaron E., 30805,
Dildy, Sims G., 17848.

Dill, Eenneth, 39815.
Dillon, Louls H., 385286.
Dineen, Dennis J., 30386.
Dittmar, John D., 39203.
Dixey, Joseph R., 30699,
Dockery, Louis A., 25823,
Dodd, Glen A, 39873.
Dodds, William J., 38563.
Dodson, Leo H., 39231,
Donaldson, Howard W., 39829,
Donnelly, John R., 48809.
Dopp, Calvin S., 40100.
Dorger, John H., 40118.
Doria, Oswald, 38610.
Dornstadter, Joseph L., 40333.
Dorrer, Walter H., 39569.
Dotson, Richard A., 39808,
Dougherty, John, 39015.
Doughty, Orville L., 40144,

Douglas, Tommy L., 40334.
Douglas, Wilson D., 39902.
Downing, Hollis R., 39913.
Downs, Eldon W., 38584,
Doyle, Lawrence A., 17887,
Drack, Warren E., 38980.
Drake, Paul F., 39126.
Drebelbis, Robert C., 38692,
Dreier, George E., 39432,
Driscoll, James J., 38604.
Dronen, Warren 8., 64510.
DuBois, Joseph M., 24455.
Dubson, Boris N., 39176.
Ducote, John B., 40399,
Dudding, Carl O., Jr., 40047.
Dugard, Willlam T., 402386.
Dumais, Philip A., 39329.
Dumas, Earl A,, 39649,
Dunaway, Paul E., 38878.
Dunham, Charles I., 30826,
Dunlap, Wesley W., 38665.
Dunning, Leslie L., 39864.
Durant, Ralph E., 64482,
Dutko, Francis J., 40895.
Dyer, Kenneth A,, 39646.
Eakins, Benjamin W., 17766,
Eastman, Loren S., Jr., 26783,
Easton, Read C., 30628,
Ebersole, Howard R., 24476.
Echabarne, Paul, 52575.
Echols, Barney F., Jr., 39331.
Economy, Peter, 40174.
Eden, James I, 22836.

Eder, John E., Jr., 39230.
Edgarian, Arthur A., 39274.
Edmonds, Carter M., 52535.
Edmonson, James L., 39114,
Edmunds, William H., 39560.
Edson, Herbert, 64518.
Edwards, Asa B., 40191,
Edwards, Harry M., 30124.
Edwards, Jack J., 38637.
Edwards, James E., 40428,
Egan, Wesley W., 38848.
Egbert, Harold H., 39567.
Egbert, Howard D., 38883.
Egginton, Jack H., 24430,
Eggleston, Glenn I., Jr., 39609,
Eggleston, Telford S., Jr., 39282.
Ehrhardt, Robert F., 39667,
Eickholt, John J., 40137.
Eilenberg, John E., 39051.
Ekert, Roderick A., 38784.
Elchak, John, Jr., 30469.
Elder, Carl W., 39620,
Elder, Ramon C., 38772.
Elebash, Clarence C., 17796.
Elkin, Clarence S,, 38626.
Ellis, William F., 39715.
Elton, Harold R., 39888.
Emerson, Russell C., 39382,
Engle, Clifton G., 39701.
Engle, Forrest W., 39247.
Erickson, Richard B., 40426.
Erie, Dan R., 39198,

Ernst, Herbert W., 38743.
Erzen, Paul E,, 55T45.
Eskridge, John T., 40398.
Evans, John, 38838.

Evans, Michael J., Jr., 40335.
Evans, Richard L., 30622,
Evans, Robert C,, 28337.
Everett, Ralph W., 64479.
Evers, Alfred C., 39620.
Ewing, Marvin F,, 38049.
Faircloth, James W., Jr., 38315.
Favorite, Walter B., 22775.
Fawver, Robert E., 40844.
Fearn, Cabell J., 39773.
Fedro, Willlam E., 17945.
Feeney, Edward M., 23934,
Fein, Albert L., 64507.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, May 15, 1968

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D,, offered the following prayer:

It is God who is at work within you,
giving you the will and the power to
achieve His purpose—Philippians 2: 13
(Phillips) .

Qur Father in Heaven, we thank Thee
for this sacred minute when we unite
our hearts in prayer unto Thee, when
for a moment we pause in Thy presence
seeking guidance and strength from Thy
hand.

Let not the beauty of the earth, nor
the glory of the skies, nor the love which
surrounds us daily blind us to the needs
of the needy and the poverty of the poor.
Make us so dissatisfied with large pro-
fessions and little practices, with fine
words and feeble works, with smiling
faces and sour faiths that we now pray
earnestly for the renewal of a right and
a good spirit within us.

Speak Thou to us, O Lord, and may
we hear Thy voice, and hearing it
harken to it, and harkening to it heed
it, for the glory of Thy name, the good
of our Nation, and the greatness of
this House of Representatives. In the
Master’s name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Bradley, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ment in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R.15190. An act to amend sections 3
and 4 of the act approved September 22,

1964 (78 Stat. 990), providing for an in-
vestigation and study to determine a site for
the construction of a sea-level canal con-
necting the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the fol-
lowing titles:

S.68. An act for the rellef of Dr. Noel O.
Gonzalez;

8. 107. An act for the rellef of Cita Rita
Leola Ines; and

S.2248. An act for the rellef of Dr. Jose
Fuentes Roca.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8.7568. An act to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act to enable the Interstate
Commerce Commission to utilize its em-
ployees more effectively and to improve ad-
ministrative efficlency; and

8.3159. An act authorizing the Trustees
of the National Gallery of Art to construct
a bullding or bulldings on the site bounded
by Fourth Street, Pennsylvania Avenue,
Third Street, and Madison Drive NW., in the
District of Columbia, and making provision
for the maintenance thereof.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV-
ILEGED REPORT ON DEPART-
MENT OF INTERIOR AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1969, UNTIL MIDNIGHT
MAY 16

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the Committee on Appropria-
tions plans to report the Interior ap-
propriation bill tomorrow

I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Appropriations have until
midnight, May 16, 1968, to file a privi-
leged report on the Department of In-

terior and related agencies appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 1969.

Mr. McDADE reserved all points of
order on the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Washington?

There was no ocbjection.

POOR PEOPLE'S MARCH ON
WASHINGTON

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
maftter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to welcome the Poor People’s March
on Washington to the Nation’s Capitol.
I applaud its leaders for exercising their
constitutional rights of petition, for ex-
pressing their grievances eloguently but
nonviolently. I trust that violent revolu-
tionaries will not exploit the peaceful
protests of the marchers by provoking
disorder. I implore my colleagues in Con-
gress, Mr. Speaker, to take the message
of the Poor People’s March to heart—
for this is a country in which there
should not be poverty, nor racial injus-
tice. This Nation is too great and too
afluent for us not to feed the hungry,
clothe the naked, and house the home-
less—in short to take care of the poor in
our land.

ANOTHER MERCHANT KILLED IN
WASHINGTON

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
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